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Rep.  Hope  introduced  H.  R.  6406  -which  was  referred 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Print  of  bill. 

Sen.  Ellender  (and  others)  introduced  S.  1635  which 
was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance. 

Remarks  of  Sen.  Ellender.  Print  of  bill. 

Sen.  Magnuson  submitted  proposed  amendments  to  S.  1635. 
Print  of  amendments. 

Rep.  Cooley  introduced  H.  R.  7030  -wAiich  was  referred 
to  -the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  Print  of  bill. 

House  committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments 
H.  R.  7030. 

House  committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  7030. 
House  Report  No,  1348,  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

House  Rules  Ccaamittoe  reported  resolution  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  7030.  H.  Res,  328.  Print  of 
resolution. 

House  agreed  to  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R, 
7030, 

Rep.  Utt  inserted  testimony  of  Oscar  Cha;snan. 

Hovise  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7030, 

Senate  discussed  H.  R.  7030, 

Sena-te  committee  ordered  reported  S,  1635. 

Senate  discussed  H.  R,  7030. 

Senate  agreed  to  S.  Res.  147  favoring  purchase  by 
Ccanuodity  Credit  Corp,  of  sugar  in  continental  TJ.  S. 

H.  R.  7030  referred  to  Senate  Finance  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Sen,  Magnuson  submitted  amendments. 

Senate  Finance  Committee  reported  H.R.  7030  -with 
amendment.  Senate  Report  No,  1461,  Print  of  bill 
and  repoirb. 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  7030. 

Senate  passed  H,  R,  7030  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  appointed. 

Print  of  bill  as  passed  by  Senate, 
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House  disagreed  with  Senate  amendments  to  H*R.  7030 
House  conferees  appointed. 

Reps.  Thomson  and  Miller  urged  expeditious  action. 

May 

9, 

1956 

Sen.  Millikin  was  appointed  conferee  to  replace  Sen 
Martin. 

May 

14, 

1956 

Conferees  (on  Sat.,  May  12)  agreed  to  file  report. 

May 

16, 

1956 

House  received  conference  report.  House  Report  No, 
2174.  Print  of  report. 

May 

17, 

1956 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report. 

May 

29, 

1956 

Approved!  Public  Law  545,  84th  Cong. 

(Copies  of  all  printed  amendments  received  are  included  in  history) 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  lAW  546 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948.  Extends  this  Act  for  4  years, 
until  December  31,  1960,  Restores  to  domestic  areas  the  right  to 
supply  55  percent  of  the  market  growth  in  consxmption  of  sugar,  as 
compared  with  45  percent  for  foreign  areas.  Assigns  the  first 
165,000  tons  of  increase  in  domestic  sugar  quotas  on  the  basis  of 

51. 5  percent  to  the  dotosstio  heet  area  and  48.5  percent  to  the  main¬ 
land  cane  area,  with  the  next  20,000  tons  of  increase  apportioned  to 
Puerto  Rico,  the  next  3,000  tons  of  increase  to  the  Virgin  Islands, 
and  with  further  increases  in  dcsmestic  quotas  prorated  among  the 
five  domestic  areas.  Allocates  the  45  percent  of  market  growth 
assigned  to  foreign  countries  during  the  next  4  years  on  the  basis  of 

29.6  percent  for  Cuba  and  15,4  percent  for  other  foreign  countries. 
Retains  the  present  sugar  quota  of  980,000  tons  for  the  Philippines 
for  the  next  4  years.  Other  changes  effected  by  the  act  are  prin¬ 
cipally  of  an  administrative  or  technical  nature. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES 

March  31, 1955 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and 

for  other  purposes. 


1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows : 

5  “(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  begin- 

6  ning  with  the  calendar  year  1955,  by  apportioning  among 

7  such  areas  four  million  six  hundred  and  nine  thousand  short 

8  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tons, 

“Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  885, 000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  580,  000 

Hawaii _  1, 052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  1, 100,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  15, 000 
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^‘(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  six  hundred 
and  thirty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be 
added — 

‘‘  (A)  for  the  calendar  year  1955  an  amount  equal 
to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s 
determination  of  the  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 
continental  United  States  for  such  calendar  year  exceeds 
eight  million  thi'ee  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value ;  and 

‘‘(B)  for  the  calendar  3^ear  1956  and  for  each 
subsequent  calendar  ^Tar  an  amount  equal  to  55  per 
centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary  estimates 
that  actual  sugar  consumption  for  the  preceding  twelve 
months  ending  October  31  exceeded  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value. 
Such  additional  amount  shall  he  apportioned  among  and 
added  to  the  quotas  estahhshed  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this 
subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  respec¬ 
tively,  in  the  proportion  that  the  several  quotas  estahhshed 
under  such  paragraph  for  such  areas  bear  to  the  total  of  the 
quotas  estahhshed  under  such  paragraph  for  such  areas.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  f  oho  wing:  ‘^Provided,  That  any 
dehcit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
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reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2) 

shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  then  in  effect.”. 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
insertmg  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon 
and  the  following:  “except  that  in  the  case  of  proration  of 
any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  oc¬ 
curring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the 
quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of  section 
202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled 

amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he 
determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that 
no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  fill  such  unfilled  amount,  it 
shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  after  the  word  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thou¬ 
sand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the 
increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  (a)  (2) 
is  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  established  under  section  202 
(a)  (1),”. 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
after  the  word  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an  amount 
equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six 


4 


1  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the 

2  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Pico  under  section  202  (a) 

3  (2)  is  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Pico  estabhshed  under  section 

4  202  (a)  (1),^ 

5  Sec.  4.  Section  411  of  such  Act  (relating  to  tennina- 

6  tion  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is 

7  '  amended  by  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 

8  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

9  Sec.  5.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating 
19  to  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal 

11  Pevenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1957” 

12  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

13  “1963”. 
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84th  CONGKESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1635 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  1  (lef>jislative  day,  March  10),  1955 

j\Ir.  Ellender  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bennett,  INlr.  George,  INIr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray,  Mr.  Chavez,  IMr.  Langer,  Mr.  Miixikin,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Magnu- 
SON,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  IhucKER,  Mr.  Malone,  Mr. 
Thye,  IMr.  AYatkins,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Long,  Air.  Mundt,  Air.  Humphrea', 
Air.  Ki  CRR,  Air.  ScHOEPj'Ei.,  Air.  DwuRshak,  Air.  C'levients,  Air.  Carlson, 
Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota,  Air.  AYelker,  Air.  Potter,  Air.  Kuchel,  Air. 
Barrett,  Air.  IXaniel,  Air.  Goi.dwater,  Air.  Jackson,  Air.  AIansfield,  All'. 
Symington,  Air.  Hruska,  Air.  O'AIahoney,  Air.  Curtts,  Air.  Alloti',  Air. 
AIar'hn  of  Iowa,  Air.  Xkuhergkr,  Air.  Bender,  Air.  Johnston  of  South 
Carolina,  Air.  Thuiumond,  Air.  AIcCarthy,  Air.  Scott,  Air.  Xeely,  and  Air. 
Lehman)  introduced  the  following  liill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Conyress  assembled, 

3  That  section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows : 

5  “(a)  (1)  Eor  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  hegin- 

6  ning  with  the  calendar  year  1955,  by  apportioning  among 
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such  areas  four  million  six  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tons, 

“Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar -  1,  885, 000 

Mainland  cane  sugar -  580,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  liico _  1, 100,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  15,  000 


“  (2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  six  hundred  and 
thirty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  he 
added — 

“  (A)  for  the  calendar  year  1955  an  amount  equal 
to  55  per  centum  of  the  amomit  hy  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  determination  of  the  requirements  of  consumers 
in  the  continental  United  States  for  such  calendar  year 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  eighty-eight 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  and 

“(B)  for  the  calendar  year  1956  and  for  each 
subsequent  calendar  year  an  amount  equal  to  55  per 
centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary  estimates 
that  actual  sugar  consumption  for  the  preceding  twelve 
months  ending  October  31  exceeded  eight  million  three 
himdred  and  eighty-eight  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value. 
Such  additional  amount  shall  he  apportioned  among  and 
added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas, 
respectively,  in  the  proportion  that  the  several  quotas  estab- 
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lished  under  such  paragraph  for  such  areas  hear  to  the  total 
of  the  quotas  established  under  such  paragraph  for  such 
areas.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  ^‘Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for 
such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a) 
(2)  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the 
basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect.”. 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon 
and  the  following:  “except  that  in  the  case  of  proration  of 
any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occur¬ 
ring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota 
for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of  section  202 
(a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount 
on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  de- 
temines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that 
no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  fill  such  unfilled  amount,  it 
shall  be  added  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  sucli  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  after  the  word  ‘‘year”  the  following:  “,  ]dus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thou- 
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sand  six  linndred  and  sixteen  sliort  tuns,  raw  value,  that  the 
inerease  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  (a)  (2) 
is  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  established  under  section  202 

0)  (i).”- 

(h)  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  b}"  adding 
after  the  word  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an  amount  equal 
to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand 
and  tliirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  ^ 
the  (piota  for  Puerto  Pico  under  section  202  (a)  (2)  is  of 
the  (piota  for  Puerto  Pico  established  under  section  202 

(a)  (1)/’. 

Sec.  4.  Section  411  of  such  Act  (relating  to  temiina- 
tion  of  the  piwvers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “1950”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1902”. 

Sec.  5.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  0412  (d)  (relating  to  ( 
the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Pevenue 
Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1903”. 
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adverselji  affected.  However,  the  bill  is 
not  limit^to  those  crops.  It  relates  to 
any  farme^r  producer  whose  crop  is  de¬ 
stroyed  by  natural  causes. 

I  read  the  cS^tion  of  the  bill : 

To  provide  rettef  to  farmers  and  farm¬ 
workers  suffering  ctop  losses  or  loss  of  ern- 
ployment  because  o^amage  to  crops  caused 
by  drought,  flood,  h^,  frost,  freeze,  wind, 
insect  infestation,  pla^  diseases,  or  other 
natural  causes. 

The  bill  would  afford  Njief  to  the  pro 
ducers  of  any  crop  in  anp  part  of  the 
United  States  where  this  iftethod  might 
be  available  as  a  means  oNialleviating 
distress  and  privation  sufferecl^by  those 
who  are  compelled  to  gamble  ^th  the 
elements  and  with  nature  as  thav  pro¬ 
duce  the  food  we  eat  and  the  clotlWs  we 
wear  and  enable  all  of  us  to  exist  oiNhis 
earth. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  w: 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  bill  provide 
for  incentive  payments  and  crop  insur- 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  does  not;  it  does 
not  go  that  far.  I  have  kept  it  as  simple 
as  I  could,  because  time  is  of  the  very 
essence,  as  the  Senator  knows,  and  if 
we  were  thrown  into  lengthy  hearings  on 
those  features,  I  fear  relief  would  not  be 
afforded  to  those  who  have  seen  their 
year’s  work  wiped  out  overnight  and  who 
would  be  forced  to  contemplate  this  year 
as  a  year  of  distress.  Unless  relief  is 
afforded  they  will  be  driven  from  their 
farms.  For  many  years  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  our  people  lived  on  farms^ 
Then  the  number  was  cut  down  to  a] 
proximately  50  percent.  When  I  canfte 
to  the  Congress  it  was  about  29  perc^t. 
It  is  now  only  15  percent.  Unles/  we 
do  something  to  permit  those  peome  to 
exist  on  the  farms,  they  will  be  yflriven 
into  the  cities.  They  cannot  st^d  idly 
by  and  see  their  children  starv^ 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  /nd  I  ask 
that  I  may  be  permitted  to  ^  a  cospon¬ 
sor  of  his  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shaliybe  very  glad 
to  have  the  Senator  as  ^cosponsor.  I 
know  the  Senator’s  he»t  goes  out  to 
those  in  distress,  wherwer  they  may  be. 

Mr.  ’THURMOND  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  Unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  me  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  prepared  by^e  dealing  with  the 
bill,  introduced  m  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Rt^ell]  and  cosponsored 
by  me,  to  proviae  relief  to  farmers  and 
farm  workers  buffering  crop  losses  or 
loss  of  emplo^aent  because  of  damage 
to  crops  caused  by  natural  disasters. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  yordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  ^  follows: 

STA]pVEKNT  BY  SENATOR  THXJRMOND 

Two  weeks  ago.  South  Carolina’s  peach 
growe^  in  several  sections  of  the  State  suf¬ 
fered  whe  loss,  not  only  of  this  year’s  crop 
of  p^ches,  but  also  of  the  loss  of  trees  up 
to  averal  year’s  of  age  as  a  result  of  devas- 
talug  hail  and  wind  storms.  I  immediately 
c^sulted  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
Iture  and  requested  that  surveys  be  made 
In  order  that  the  effected  areas  might  be 
’declared  eligible  for  emergency  loans.  That 
was  done. 


But  this  past  weekend,  another  natuy 
disaster  struck  the  entire  State  of  Sorwh 
Caroiina.  A  killing  freeze  destroyed  theifn- 
tire  j>each  crop  of  the  State  and  darnpged 
vegetable  crops  to  an  extent  yet  to  be  dieter- 
mined.  At  my  request.  Department  y  Agri¬ 
culture  officials  have  declared  produMrs  over 
the  entire  State  eligible  for  emergency  as¬ 
sistance. 

But  this  is  not  enough.  In  1(553  South 
Carolina  produced  and  marketey  fruits  and 
vegetables  totaling  $29,715,0M.  In  1954 
South  Carolina’s  total  produyion  of  fruits 
and  vegetables  amounted  to  3(24,771,000. 

I  should  like  to  point  ouy  that  the  State 
of  South  Carolina  produys  and  ships  to 
market  more  fresh  peach*  than  any  other 
State  in  the  Union  accoming  to  official  De¬ 
partment  of  Agrlcultufe  records.  South 
Carolina’s  peach  crop  aRone,  which  was  de¬ 
stroyed  by  the  freeze/was  estimated  to  be 
worth  $10  million,  i^re  than  one-third  of 
the  total  value  of  fmit  and  vegetable  crops 
grown  commercials  in  the  State.  ’This 
means,  Mr.  Presicynt,  that  more  than  one- 
third — nearly  one-half  of  the  income  of 
^growers  from  fregh  fruits  and  vegetables  was 
lestroyed  last  Jweekend.  Damage  to  other 
(^ps  probably  will  increase  this  loss. 

should  aflso  be  pointed  out  that  while 
a  ntomal  crop  of  peaches  in  my  State  is 
valueil  at  ^proximately  $10  million,  during 
recent^e^s  past  growers  have  lost  their  j 
entire  c»ps  several  times.  Consequently,  | 
this  ha^^eatly  reduced  the  average  income  | 
from  tms  (^p.  This  reduced  average  means  j 
that  many  g^wers  have  had  to  secure  sub-  | 
stantlal  loan\  dming  the  bad  years  and,  | 
thenftore,  som^^re  now  faced  with  disaster  i 
unless  addition^assistance  is  given  above  | 
Xijkt  now  provldeckby  law.  | 

fThis  means,  too,\that  thousands  of  farm! 
5nd  orchard  worker^will  be  thrown  out  of  i 
^employment  unless  lt\s  possible  to  provide  [ 
compensating  acreage  t^hose  who  have  suf-  j 
fered  these  disasters. 

I  want  to  urge  that  qul^ action  be  taken! 
and  this  bill  be  given  promp^assage.  Only  t 
by  such  action  can  we  provide  the  relief  | 
essential  for  those  who  have  lo^  their  crops  j 
and  their  jobs. 


EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  47  of  my  colleagues, 
I  introduce  a  bill  to  amend  and  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  follow¬ 
ing  my  remarks  there  may  be  printed  in 
the  Record  an  explanation  of  the  bill. 

I  request  that  any  other  Senators  who 
desire  to  join  in  cosponsoring  the  bill 
may  do  so  up  to  5  o’clock  today. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
and  the  bill  will  lie  on  the  desk  for  addi¬ 
tional  cosponsors,  as  requested  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  bill  (S.  1635)  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Ellender  (for  himself  and  other 
Senators),  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Finance. 

The  statement  presented  by  Mr.  El- 
lender  is  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Ellender 

The  proposed  amendment  to  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  would  accomplish 
the  following: 

11.  Make  the  following  immediate  increases 
in  basic  domestic-sugar  quotas; 


Domestic  beet,  85,000  tons  (to  total  of 
1,885,000  tons). 

Mainland  cane  80,000  tons  (to  total  of 
580,000  tons). 

Puerto  Rico,  20,000  tons  (to  total  of  1,100,- 
000  tons) . 

Virgin  Islands,  3,000  tons  (to  total  of  15,- 
000  tons) . 

(Hawaii  has  not  asked  for  an  immediate 
increase  in  her  basic  quota  of  1,052,000  tons.) 

2.  Apply  a  growth  formula  on  all  increases 
in  annual  consumption  above  8,388,000  tons 
(the  increase  in  basic  domestic  quotas  plus 
8,200,000  tons,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  initial  consumption  estimate  for  1955) . 

The  formula :  Prorate  among  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers,  according  to  their  basic  quotas,  55 
percent  of  the  increase  in  annual  consump¬ 
tion  and  45  percent  among  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers.  (This  is  approximately  the  historic 
division  of  the  market  before  the  1948  act.) 

3.  Provide  that  if  any  domestic  area  can¬ 
not  meet  its  quota  under  the  growth  for¬ 
mula,  other  domestic  areas  will  have  first 
chance  at  making  up  the  deficit.  If  they 
cannot,  the  unfilled  amount  would  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  Cuba. 

4.  Increase  direct  consumption  quotas  for 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  proportionately  with 
their  participation  in  the  growth  formula. 

5.  Extend  the  act  to  December  31,  1962. 

Why  the  action  is  urgent  now: 

Present  fixed  quotas,  accepted  on  a  tem¬ 
porary  basis  under  the  1948  act  to  help  Cuba 
make  her  adjustment  to  reasonable  postwar 
production  levels  a  gradual  process,  are  now 
causing  a  severe  hardship  on  the  domestic- 
sugar  industry.  Improved  farming  methods 
and  applied  research  have  increased  per  acre 
domestic  yields  to  such  an  extent  that  pro¬ 
duction  last  year  exceeded  rigid  ceilings  in 
spite  of  reduced  planting.  Further  drastic 
cuts  in  beet  and  cane  acreages  are  imprac¬ 
tical.  Many  veterans  in  new  Government- 
sponsored  irrigation  projects  can  get  no 
sugar-beet  acreage  allotments  at  all.  Pro¬ 
ducers  are  burdened  with  large  inventories. 

In  1948,  when  the  present  rigid  quotas 
became  effective,  our  total  annual  sugar  con¬ 
sumption  amounted  to  7,200,000  tons.  ’The 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  announced 
an  Initial  estimate  of  requirements  for  1955 
of  8,200,000  tons,  with  a  forecast  that  our 
final  requirements  this  year  will  amount  to 
8.500,000  tons.  All  the  growth  in  the  United 
States  market  will  continue  to  go  to  foreign 
nations  (96  percent  of  it  to  Cuba)  unless 
the  law  is  changed.  The  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  would  not,  however,  reduce  the  pres¬ 
ent  volume  of  sugar  imports  from  any  foreign 
country,  including  Cuba,  but  would  assure 
their  imports  to  continue  growing  as  United 
States  consumption  grows. 

WHY  domestic  sugar  PRODUCERS  NEED  LARGER 
QUOTAS  NOW 

1.  Domestic  sugar  Industry  now  does  not 
share  in  the  growth  of  our  country. 

For  7  years.  United  States  sugar-beet 
farmers  and  mainland  sugarcane  farmers 
have  been  denied  any  share  in  the  growth 
of  our  country.  ’The  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
under  which  United  States  sugar  marketing 
quotas  are  still  determined,  put  fixed  ceilings 
on  the  amount  of  sugar  American  producers 
can  market  in  their  own  country.  Beet- 
sugar  producers  can  market  no  more  than 
1.800,000  tons  and  mainland  cane  producers 
can  market  no  more  than  500,000  tons  of 
sugar  in  1  year. 

In  1948,  when  these  quotas  become  effec¬ 
tive,  our  total  annual  sugar  requirements 
amounted  to  7,200,000  tons.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  announced  an  initial 
estimate  of  requirements  for  1955  of  8,200,000 
tons,  with  a  forecast  that  our  final  require¬ 
ments  this  year  will  amount  to  8,500,000 
tons.  Despite  this  increase  of  at  least  a  mil¬ 
lion  tons  in  our  annual  sugar  requirements, 
domestic  beet-sugar  producers  and  mainland 
cane-sugar  producers  still  can  market  no 
more  than  their  1948  quotas. 
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Effective  in  1953.  2  domestic  cane  areas— 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands — had 
their  quotas  increased  by  176,000  tons. 
Other  than  that,  all  the  increase  in  the 
growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  market 
since  1947  has  gone  to  foreign  countries,  and 
virtually  all  of  it  to  1  country — Cuba.  (The 
United  States  last  year  imported  from  Cuba 
more  than  2,700,000  tons,  about  one-third  of 
our  total  needs.) 

All  the  increase  in  the  growing  United 
States  sugar  market  will  continue  to  go  to 
foreign  countries  unless  the  present  law  is 
changed. 

2.  Temporary  concessions  to  help  Cuba 
made  by  Congress  in  1948  law. 

From  the  beginning  of  American  sugar 
quota  legislation  in  1934  until  the  1948  act 
went  into  effect,  the  law  provided  for  domes¬ 
tic  sugar  producing  areas  to  share  in  the 
growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  market. 
Domestic  sugar  producers  temporarily  relin¬ 
quished  this  historic  and  Just  right  in  1948 
in  order  to  help  Cuba  make  a  gradual  adjust¬ 
ment  downward  from  high  wartime  levels  of 
production. 

Congress  also  made  other  important  tem¬ 
porary  concessions  to  Cuba  in  the  1948  act 
so  her  adjustment  to  the  inevitable  postwar 
situation  of  reduced  demand  for  her  sugar 
could  be  gradual.  Cuba  was  authorized  to 
market  95  percent  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  Philippine  Industry,  almost  completely 
destroyed  by  the  war,  would  fall  short  of  its 
quota  while  it  was  rebuilding.  Cuba  was 
given  the  right  to  continue  to  share  with 
domestic  areas  in  making  up  deficits  that 
might  occur  in  any  domestic  areas.  Cuba 
has  marketed  some  5.250,000  extra  tons  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States — almost  30  per¬ 
cent  more  than  her  basic  quota — as  the 
direct  result  of  the  special  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

Instead  of  using  the  opportunity  thus 
afforded  to  adjust  her  production  downward, 
Cuba  increased  her  production.  In  1952  she 
let  production  soar  to  8,000,000  tons — 1,500,- 
000  tons  more  than  she  produced  in  1947, 
and  2,000,000  tons  more  than  anyone  could 
see  a  market  for  anywhere  in  the  world. 
This  2,000,000-ton  surplus  has  plagued  all 
sugar-producing  countries  in  the  world  ever 
since. 

3.  Higher  yields  and  rigid  quotas  create 
acute  situation  for  domestic  industry. 

The  present  critical  situation  of  the  domes¬ 
tic  beet  and  mainland  cane  areas  has  resulted 
from  a  combination  of  the  increasing  yields 
per  acre,  brought  about  by  technological 
advances,  and  the  temporary  waiver  for 
Cuba’s  benefit  of  the  domestic  areas’  historic 
right  to  share  in  the  growth  of  the  American 
market. 

Improved  technology,  more  efficient  farm¬ 
ing  methods,  and  the  application  of  research 
findings  have  increased  sugarcane  tonnage 
per  acre  more  than  16  percent,  and  sugar 
beet  tonnage  per  acre  20  percent,  since  1948. 
Under  the  Sugar  Act.  domestic  areas  have 
always  been  subject  to  acreage  restrictions 
and  marketing  controls,  and  during  the  last 
2  years  these  restrictive  measures  have  been 
sharply  applied  in  a  strenuous  effort  to  keep 
production  down  to  the  rigid  marketing 
quotas. 

Last  year,  sugar  beet  acreage  was  10  per¬ 
cent  less  than  the  year  before  the  first  Sugar 
Act  went  into  effect,  but  production  was  14 
percent  more — nearly  2  million  tons.  The 
fixed  quota  of  1,800,000  tons  is  forcing  a 
further  acreage  cut  of  10  to  15  percent  this 
year  by  established  growers  in  most  of  the 
22  beet-producing  States.  Practically  no 
other  farmers  will  be  permitted  to  plant  any 
sugar  beets  at  all.  Many  of  the  latter  are 
war  veterans  on  newly  opened  reclamation 
projects  of  the  west,  where  sugar  beets  are 
vitally  needed  in  the  crop  rotation. 

In  the  mainland  cane  area,  the  situation 
Is  fully  as  acute.  Despite  acreage  cuts  of  8 
and  10  percent,  respectively,  imposed  in  the 
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last  2  years,  sugar  production  in  1954  was 
615,000  tons,  or  115,000  tons  more  than  the 
500,000-ton  fixed  marketing  quota  for  this 
area.  This  production  was  on  fewer  acres 
than  produced  477,000  tons  in  1948.  Unless 
the  law  is  changed,  a  further  cut  of  30  per¬ 
cent  would  be  required  to  bring  stocks  in 
line  with  normal  carryover.  This,  of  course, 
is  unthinkable  and  as  a  practical  matter  is 
impossible. 

With  production  exceeding  marketing 
quotas  in  spite  of  acreage  cuts,  the  mainland 
cane  and  beet  industries  are  saddled  with 
large  inventories,  costly  to  carry.  Pinal  re¬ 
turns  to  farmers  depend  upon  the  cost  of 
marketing  sugar,  and  storage  costs  are  mar¬ 
keting  costs  which  directly  reduce  the  net 
Income  of  farmers,  particularly  in  the  beet 
area. 

Acreage  reductions  are  in  effect  on  many 
of  our  export  crops,  "which  we  produce  in 
surplus,  and  it  certainly  seems  contrary  to 
the  national  Interest  to  order  drastic  cuts 
in  the  acreage  of  a  crop  of  which  we  import 
nearly  half  our  annual  needs. 

4.  Action  now  is  Imperative. 

The  action  which  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  so  urgently  needs  this  year  to  relieve 
its  critical  situation  can  be  obtained  only 
by  amending  the  Sugar  Act  now  to  increase 
1955  marketing  quotas  for  the  domestic  beet 
and  mainland  cane  areas,  and  to  restore  to  all 
domestic  areas  their  historic  and  Just  right 
to  share  with  foreign  countries  in  the  growth 
of  the  United  States  sugar  market. 

On  the  basis  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  estimate  of  our  probable  sugar  needs 
for  this  year,  the  proposed  bill  will  not  reduce 
Cuba’s  present  quota,  and  will  permit  Cuba 
and  other  foreign  countries  to  continue  to 
enjoy  a  fair  share  of  future  Increases  in  the 
United  States  sugar  market. 


USE  OP  HUMANJ^  U^HODS  IN 

SLAUGHTERINQr  OpVjVESTOCK 

AND  POULTRj 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  Present,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  ai^ropriate  refere^e,  a  bill 
to  require  tt^use  of  humane  methods  in 
the  slaugh^-  of  livestock  and  poulti’y  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerceX  and 
for  otl^  purposes.  I  ask  unani^us 
consey  that  an  explanatory  statement 
of  prepared  by  me,  may  be  prim 

ed  e  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The' 
Til  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
deferred;  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  1636)  to  require  the  use 
of  humane  methods  in  the  slaughter  of 
livestock  and  poultry  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  introduced  by  Mr.  Humphrey,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

The  statement  presented  by  Mr. 
Humphrey  is  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Humphrey 

I  have  introduced  today  a  bill  to  require 
the  use  of  humane  methods  in  the  slaughter 
of  livestock  and  poultry  in  interstate  or  for¬ 
eign  commerce. 

Europiean  nations  all  immobilize  and  make 
Insensible  to  pain  all  animals  and  poultry  be¬ 
fore  slaughter.  Most  American  nations  still 
kill  animals  and  poultry  without  benefij;  of 
unconsciousness,  often  while  in  great  fear 
and  pain.  Our  slaughter  industry  should  at 
once  start  to  reach  European  standards,  and 
eventually  lead  the  nations  of  the  world  In 
humane,  noncruel  slaughtering. 

The  slaughter  Industry  of  Britain,  the 
Scandinavian  countries,  and  in  fact  all  na¬ 
tions  of  Europe  have  for  some  time  immobi¬ 


lized  and  made  Insensible  to  pain  all  animj 
and  poultry  before  bleeding  and  slaught 

The  methods  used  are  the  Captive^®olt 
Pistol,  which  drives  a  short  bolt  l^ro  the 
brain  with  the  bolt  stopped  from  fur¬ 

ther  by  contact  with  a  collar  setXii  oil  at 
the  end  of  the  pistol,  or  by  the  ubc  of  elec¬ 
tricity,  applied  with  electrodes^  the  upper 
part  of  the  head,  which  suddroly  stops  the 
activity  of  all  parts  of  the  brafm  and  nervous 
system  and  permanently  immobilizes  the 
whole  body.  Both  metho*  put  the  animals 
to  sleep  until  the  knifeJs  applied,  and  pro¬ 
duces  death  before  tlw  awake. 

Europe  is  far  adviced  over  the  United 
States  in  such  humble  methods  of  slaughter. 
The  practices  in  your  slaughter  houses  of 
shackling  anima^  and  hanging  them  up  by 
one  leg  before  ufe  knife  is  used  to  kill  them, 
and  with  hoga^ometimes  being  run  through, 
the  scaldin^tank  before  they  are  entirely 
dead,  repryent  unfortunate  cruelty  to  which 
the  slau^ter  Industry  often  seems  cal¬ 
lously  h^ensible. 

No^As  au  opportune  time  to  bring  the 
slauanter  industry  in  our  country  up  to  the 
Eunopean  standards  of  humanity.  We  not 
ooBy  have  the  European  methods  to  consid- 
but  I  am  proud  to  say  another  humane 
'method  has  been  developed  by  Hormel  Pack¬ 
ing  Co.,  of  Austin,  Minn.  The  Hormel  Co. 
in  my  State  uses  carbon  dioxide  gas,  making 
the  hogs  unconscious  within  seconds  of  ex¬ 
posure.  The  Hormel  Co.  has  used  this  carbon 
dioxide  method  successfully  in  its  own  plant 
since  they  perfected  it,  the  hogs  never  awak¬ 
ening  through  easy  shackling,  sticking,  and 
scalding  by  the  operators. 

Some  other  firms  in  our  country  have  also 
pioneered  in  this  field.  Tlie  European  cap¬ 
tive-bolt  method  has  been  voluntarily 
adopted  by  the  Oscar  Mayer  Co.,  at  Madi¬ 
son,  Wis.,  and  other  plants  are  now  begin- 
Ing  with  this  method. 

Experiments  are  now  being  conducted  at 
Iowa  State  Experimental  Station  and  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
Iowa  and  California  toward  making  the 
Hormel  method  applicable  to  poultry  and 
other  animals. 

We  propose  or  require  no  specific  method 
In  this  bill  and  provide  ample  time  for  the 
slaughterhouses  to  work  out  satisfactory 
methods.  The  enforcement  provisions  would 
not  take  effect  for  5  years. 

However,  the  American  Humane  Associa¬ 
tion  feels  that  this  bill  and  an  educational 
campaign  running  parallel  with  it  is  a  much- 
needed  beginning  of  efforts  to  bring  our 
daughter  Industry  to  leadership  in  humane 
'^^aughtering  of  livestock  and  jioultry. 

le  bill  provides  for  a  four-man  commit- 
teeXlncluding  a  representative  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  of  the  slaughterers, 
of  th^irganized  trade-union  movement  en¬ 
gaged  \n  packinghouse  work,  and  of  the 
AmerlcaX  Humane  Association  to  work  out 
any  problems  connected  with  developing 
more  hummie  practices. 

I  am  hop^ul  it  can  be  given  early  con¬ 
sideration  ancvwill  be  accepted  by  slaughter¬ 
house  operators  of  the  country.  Veteran 
meat-inspection^fficials  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  hV^e  Indicated  they  are  in 
full  accord  with  ifli  objectives. 


FLOATING  WEATHER  STATION  IN 
GULF  OF^EXICO 

Mr,  LONG.  Mr.  Prudent,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  my  colle^ue  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Sir.  Ellender], 
I  introduce,  for  appropriatStreference,  a 
bill  to  provide  that  one  flowing  ocean 
station  shall  be  maintained  ^all  times 
in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  provrfie  storm 
warnings  for  States  borderingXon  the 
,Gulf  of  Mexico.  I  ask  unanimouk  con¬ 
sent  that  a  statement,  prepared  bVme, 
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KIGHLIGHTSt  Senate  passed  USDA  appropriation  bill /  Upon  reconsideration.  Senate 
again  passed  bill  authorizing  addr^onal  acreage  Allotments  for  freeze  areas,  eto» 
Senate  committee  voted  to  report  tr^e  agreement  bill.  Senate  committee  voted  to 
reper.,  bill  to  increase  travel  allcvvaWes,  Ho/se  committee  ordered  reported  bill 
for  Federal  cooperation  in  non-Federal  T^olamation  projects.  Rep,  Hagen  objected  tc 
request  that  House  concur  in  Senate  am.en^e/ts  on  bill  to  increase  rice  allotments. 
Sen,  h'iley  introduced  and  discussed  bill  ^^remove  milk  trade  barriers.  Son, 
McClellan  introduced  and  discussed  bill  /o  establish  joint  budget  committee. 

/SENATE 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL/^1956,  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R, 
5329  (pp,  4324-43)5  Sens.  I/ssell,  Hayden,  Hillj\Robertson,  Ellender,  Young, 
I''cCarthy,  and  Mundt  were  appointed  Senate  confereesv  (p,  4343  )<■  Agreed  to  all 
committee  amendments,  except  that  the  item  on  reseai^^  was  further  amended,  by 
an  amendment  offered  by/en.  Stennis,  to  provide  •i?40,GS;D  additional  with  the 
intention  that  it  be  /ed  for  home  economics  vTork  (pp,  4^6“33).  Sen,  Stennis 
recommerded  that  the /epartment  establish  an  advisory  conroittee  on  home  economics 
research  (p.  433l)y' Re jected,  76-5,  an  amendment  by  Sen,  ’l)^liams  to  decrease 
the  advance  ^  a/horization  from  4250,000,000  to  4175, 000, for  1956  (pp, 
4340-1)^/ Sen.  l^nsfield  recommended  additional  fiands  rqr  ARS  for  the 
Milk  River  mos/ilto-control  program  in  Mont,  (pp.  4338-40)  •  SenVsyHumphrey 
“^^^ticized  tl/  increase  in  interest  rate  on  emergency  loans  (p.  4l35)»  Sens  r 
Young  and  R/Lliams  debated  wheat  price  supports  (pp,  4336,~434C-l) , \Sens 0 
Douglas,  R/ssell,  and  others  discussed  the  bill  to  repeal  the  REA  Stare  f ormiils 
and  the  Dossibility  of  additional  REA  funds  if  this  bill  is  not  easetecN/ppe 
4342-3/  Sen,  Robertson  ir^serted  a  letter  from  the  Appalachian  Apple  Series 
reque/ing  discontinuance  of  USDA.  apple— price  predictions  (p.  4343)*  Sen. 
sugsested  that  the  Department  enlist  State  support  of  the  gypsy  moth  contra 
( pp .  432  4—8 ) • 


'avue 


2. 


A^LLOTl'ENTS.  Upon  reconsideration  (requested  by  San.  Williams),  again 
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ised  as  reported  3^  1628^  to  authorize  additional  acreage  allotments  foi 
whose  crops  are  destroyed  or  damaged  by  freeze,  hail,  etc.  (pp. 


3.  REORGAN 
date  of 


ATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1765,  to  extend  the  term  lation 
e  Hoover  Commission  through  June  30,  1955  (pp.  4337-8). 


FORESTRY „  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to 
amendment  S.>^,  to  amend  the  act  to  protect  scenic  values  in  t' 
National  Fore^,  Ariz,  (p,  D334) 


vrithout 
Coconino 


5.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Nagruscn  submitted  amendments  which  he  intends  to  propose  to  S»  1635, 

to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19hS  and  increase  the  mainland  quotas  (p,  1+312). 

6.  TRADE  AGREEKENTS.  The^inanoe  Committee  ordered  favorab^  reported  with  amend¬ 

ments  H.  R.  1,  to  exteM  the  authority  of  the  President  to  enter  into  trade 
agreements.  The  "Daily  ^gest"  states  that  the  follcWlng  major  amendments  were 
adopted*  As  a  substitute^or  all  amendments  relati:^  to  commodities,  an  amend¬ 
ment  authorizing  the  President  to  take  such  aotionyas  he  deems  necessary  to 
adjust  imports  of  any  artiol^  if  such  article  isyneing  imported  in  such 
quantities  as  to  threaten  the  iiational  seourityj/and  an  amendment  to  strengthen 
the  escape-clause  provisions  ofNdhe  law.  (po  ^3U<‘) 

7.  RECLAMTION;  LANDS,  The  Interior  eojd  Insula:^Af fairs  Committee  ordered  favorably 

reported  with  amendments  S«  300,  auwiorizi^  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Fryingpan-Arkansa^pro^ct ,  Coloo  (major  amendment  would 
reduce  repayment  provisions  from  JO  toV^ years  due  to  downward  revision  in 
estimated  construction  costs);  So  265, amend  acts  authorizing  agricultural 
entries  under  nonmineral  land  laws  cfyoerS^in  mineral  lands  so  as  to  increase 
limitation  on  desert  entries  made  un^er  su\h  acts  to  320  acres;  and  without 
amendment  S.  Jli.8,  to  prohibit  the  y'(  S«  fro^acquiring  mineral  interests  in 
lands  acquired  by  it  except  when  necessary  toXserve  the  purpose  for  which  such 
lands  are  acquired  (p*  D33hj»  / 

8.  TRAVEL.  The  Post  Office  and  CWil  Service  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported 

without  amendment  S.  1580,  t/  increase  the  maximumXper  diem  and  subsistence 


allowance  of  Federal  omplo; 
allowance  from  J  to  10  oe: 


)es  from  $9  to  $13  per  dax^ 
:s  per  mile  (p.  D335)* 


and  the  maximum  auto 


9o  RECESSED  until  Thura.,  ^/r,  28  (p,  1+349). 

HOUSE 

10.  RICE  ALLOTMENTS.  Rep.  Hagen  objected  to  a  motion  to  concur  in  amandm.ents 

to  H»  R.  h6U7 f  increase  rice  acreage  allotments,  and  stated  Tdiat  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  ^nate  makes  special  provision  for  one  and  possiblXtwo  States, 
at  the  disadvantage  of  the  rest  of  the  rice-growing  States  (pp.  i4.^1“2), 

11.  FARM  LOANS. //^he  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amandma:Jt  H.  R. 

5715,  to  e'xtend  the  authority  of  the  Veterans'  Administration  to  continue 
through  /une  30,  1956,  to  make  direct  loans  to  veterans,  and  to  authorij 
$150,0^,000  therefor  (H.  Rept.  ij47)  (p«  4374)*  The  Committee  was  autho^zed 
to  file  the  report  by  midnight,  Apr,  26  (p.  4370). 


84th  CONGEESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1635 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  26  (legislative  day,  April  25) ,  1955 
Eeferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Magnuson  (by  request)  to  the 
bill  (S.  1635)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  1,  line  3,  after  “That”  insert  “  (a) 

2  On  page  3,  between  lines  3  and  4,  insert  the  following: 

3  ^^(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  and 

4  directed  to  set  aside,  out  of  the  increases  provided  by  the 

5  amendment  made  by  this  section  in  the  quota  for  domestic 

6  beet  sugar,  a  reasonable  amount  to  be  used  as  a  reserve  for 

7  estabhshing  or  adjusting  proportionate  shares  for  farms  on 

8  reclamation  projects  on  which  new  acreage  suitable  for  pro- 

9  duction  of  sugar  beets  has  been  made  available.” 
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A  BILL 
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^1^  .  i  1  l^'T  t »  V  r«  C 

To  aiuend  and  ^extend  the  Sugar  At‘t  of  1948,  4>  aaiw 

and  for  other  ^u^potfe^^  .  •  •• 

\rVR.„ 

f  I  Be  it  enacted  oy  the  Senate  attd  B<yu.u  o/ 

•  V/*  ‘  1i*  _ .  N  ^ 
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f  ’  ’  2  o/  Untied  Stales  of  America  t<» 


r  •  That  section  101  (d)~df  tlie  Sntrv*  A  a  '%■ 


4  is  aaiended  to  read  as  follows ; 
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84th  congress 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  27, 1955 

Ml'.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com- 

rnittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  pm-poses. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  101  (d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  ‘‘(d)  The  term  ‘raw  sugar’  means  (1)  any  sugars  prin- 

6  cipally  of  crystalline  structure  which  are  to  be  further  refined 

7  or  improved  in  quality  and  which  test  not  more  than 

8  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope;  and  (2)  any  sugars 

9  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having 
10  liquid  sugar  quotas)  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure 
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which  are  to  be  fiulher  refined  or  improved  in  quality  and 
which  have  a  total  sugar  content  of  not  more  than 
per  centum  of  the  total  soluble  solids  content  (excluding  any 
foreign  substances  that  may  have  been  added  or  developed 
in  the  product) 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

‘‘(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar’  means  (1) 
any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  which  test 
more  than  sugar  degrees  by  the  polariscope  and  any 
sugars  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  hav¬ 
ing  liquid  sugar  quotas)  })rincii)ally  not  of  crystalline  struc¬ 
ture  which  have  a  total  sugar  content  of  more  than  per 
centum  of  the  total  soluble  solids  content  (excluding  any 
foreign  substances  that  may  have  been  added  or  developed  in 
the  prodiu't) ,  or  (2)  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of 
crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (exclusive  of  hquid 
sugar  from  foreign  countiies  having  liquid  sugar  quotas) , 
which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  xVct  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“(n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in 
quality’  means  to  be  subjected  substantially  to  the  processes 
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of  (1)  affination  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  determine  whether  the  processes 
to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  paragraph.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  “(1)  for  the  calendar  year  1956”  after  the  first 
comma  and  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

‘‘(2)  for  the  calendar  year  1956  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hnndred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  as  follows:.  (A)  the  first  one  hundred 
and  sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are 
so  increased  shall  be  apportioned  51.5  per  centum  to  the 
domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the 
mainland  cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such 
quotas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto 
Eico;  (C)  the  next  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  in¬ 
creased  shall  be  apportioned  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and 
(D)  any  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  paragraph  (1)  as  ad- 
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justed  by  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  this 
paragraph  ( 2 ) . 

“(3)  for  the  calendar  j^ear  1957  and  each  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  year,  by  apportioning  among  such  areas 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  section,  and  by  adding  thereto  55  per  centum  of  the 
amount  by  which  the  determination  made  pursuant  to 
section  201  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  apportioned  as  follows; 
First,  by  apportioning  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  (a)  (2)  of  this  section  an  amount  not  in 
excess  of  the  amount  so  apportioned  in  1956,  and  second, 
by  apportioning  the  remainder,  if  any,  in  accordance 
with  the  final  quotas  established  for  the  calendar  year 
1956,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.” 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “The”  after  “  (c)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“  (1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the”  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subse-  - 
quent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  • 
Eepublic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per  • 
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centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  4  per  centum  of  the  amount  of 
sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  tons  or  such  lesser  amount  as  determined  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established 
pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (h)  of  this  section ;  and  by 
prorating  to  Cu1)a  60  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  40  per 
centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  tons  less  the  increase 
in  quotas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (3)  of  this  section. 

‘Tor  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent 
calendar  3^ear,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  he  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  b}"  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  whose  average 
entries  during  the  j^ears  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  1,000 
tons,  a  quota  equal  to  its  average  entries  during  1953  and 
1954,  and  second,  by  i)rorating  to  each  foreign  country  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  whose  average 
entries  in  1953  and  1954  exceeded  1,000  tons  the  remainder 
of  the  (piota  on  the  basis  of  the  average  amount  imported 
H.  R.  7030 - 2 
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from  Ocach  such  country  witliin  the  quotas  established  for  the 
.years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954,  or  3,000  tons,  whichever 
is  the  larger. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following;  ^‘Provided,  That 
any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring 
l)y  leason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for 
such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  s(‘ction  202  (a) 
(2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3)  shall 
first  he  ])rorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  tlie 
(piotas  then  in  effect.” 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  such  section  is  amended  l)y 
inserting  before  the  ])eriod  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon 
and  the  following;  “except  that  in  the  case  of  proration  of 
any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  o(“cur- 
ring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota 
for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of  section  202  (a) 
(2)  ortl  le  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3) ,  the 
Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis 
and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  determines  is  required 
to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will 
he  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the 
quota  for  Cuba.” 

Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
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by  adding  after  the  word  '‘year”  the  following:  ",  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thou¬ 
sand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the 
increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value”. 

(h)  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
after  the  word  "year”  the  following:  ",  plus  an  amount  equal 
to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand 
and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in 
the  quota  for  Puerto  Eico  under  section  202  is  of  one  million 
eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value”. 

Sec.  9.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "The”  after  "  (h)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(1)  For  the  calendar  3^ear  1956,  the”  and  Iw  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philippines  ma}^  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  onlv  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per 
centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  of  section  202.  The  direct-consumption  por¬ 
tion  of  such  quota  shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which  re¬ 
ceive  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  to  the  extent  of 
the  prorations  established  therein  on  the  basis  of  average 
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1  imports  of  direct-consumptiOn  sugar  within  the  quota  for 

2  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954:  Provided,  That  such 

3  prorations  shall  he  adjusted  so  that  no  country  shall  re- 

4  ceive  an  amount  less  than  3.0  per  centum  of  the  quota  for 

5  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  or  the  Eepublic  of  the 

6  .  Philippines  or  the  proration  received  pursuant  to  section 

7  202  (c),  whichever  is  smaller.” 

8  Sec.  10.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

9  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  “The  i)rovisions 

10  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 

11  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.” 

12  Sec.  11.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec- 

13  tion  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section 

14  413  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

15  “Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 

16  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the 

17  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Eegulation  of  the 

18  Production  and  IMarketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with 

19  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  April 

20  29,  1954) ,  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the  United 

21  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in  such  agree- 

22  ment,  or  to  carry  out  the  coiTesponding  provisions  of  any 

23  such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and 

24  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  12.  Eenumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 
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to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘‘1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

Sec.  13.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 
the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Eevenue 
Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  heu  thereof  “1963”. 

Sec.  14.  Section  4502  (4) ,  chapter  4,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  15.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  he  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)  ”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal 
Eevenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  “  (a)  ” 
immediately  following  “section  4501”. 

Sec.  16.  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1956,  except  that  sections  1  through  9 
and  section  11  hereof  shall  he  effective  for  purposes  of  the 
determinations  and  regulations  required  for  the  calendar  year 
1956. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  ordered  reported  sug^  bill.  Senate  passed  bill  to  ex¬ 
change  USDA  and  State  employees.  vSex^te  received  proposed  legislation  and  bill  vias 
introduced  in  the  House  providing  foiNd ncrcase/in  CCC  borrowing  authority.  Senate 
committees  reported  bills  to  authorize  j^ans ydo  small  reclamation  projects,  permit 
sales  of  certain  CCC  stocks  mthout  restrs,c^^on,  transfer  title  3  lands  to  Clemison 
College,  amend  rice  quota  law,  extend  Mexy^n  farm  labor  program,  authorize  CCC  to 
process  foods  for  donation,  and  amend  tcyacc\  allotments-quotas  lax^r. 

K)USE 

1.  RESERVE  FORCES.  Received  the  conference  repoV>^  on  H.  R.  7000,  the  reserve 

forces  bill  (H.  Rept.  1335)  9601-5K 

2.  CONTRACTS,  Agreed  to  the  inference  report  on  H,  R^.  ij90U,  to  extend  the  Renego¬ 

tiation  Act  for  two  year/  (pp,  96o5-6).  This  bill  \s  now  ready  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

3.  MII'IERALS  ,  Passed  x-ri.td  amendments  H.  R,  6373,  extending  thh  Domestic  Minerals 

Program  Act  to  enc^irage  the  discover3r,  development,  and  Reduction  of  certain 
domestic  minerals^pp.  9610,  9619-29).  The  amendments  agre^  to  related  to  the 
production  of  rwmganese  and  the  establishment  of  a  purchasingSdepot. 


U.  GOVERNIfflNT  SI 
a  Commissij 
appointee 


IITY.  Conferees  x-jere  appointed  on  H,  J.  Res.  l57,  >to  establish 
on  Government  Security  (p,  9630) .  Senate  conferees  n^e  been 


5.  FARI’I  TR/fiNING.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  considerat^s^  of 
H.  1^4006,  to  amend  the  Veterans*  Readjustment  Assistance  Act  of  1952  to^ 
pro^de  that  education  and  training  allowances  paid  to  veterans  pursuing  ir 
s^tutional  on-farm  training  shall  not  be  reduced  for  12  months  after  they  h^e 
fegun  their  training  (p.  96U9). 


6.  SUGi^c.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  by  a  vote  of  2h  to  7,  xjith 
aiiiendments,  H,  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19ii8  (p.  D755) . 


PRIMTING.  The  House  Administration  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H, 
Res.  272,  providing  ‘‘?65,000  for  a  study  and  investigation  of  Federal  printing 
and  binding  (K.  Rept.  1312)(p.  96U9) . 


8.  PiEtSM'iATIONj  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  fc 
corW deration  of  H.  R.  3383,  authorizing  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj^t 

(p. 


9.  FABRICS ;  NffiSEARCH .  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  provic^g  for 
consideration  of  H.  R,  ^222,  amending  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  to/exempt 
scarves  whith  do  not  present  an  unusual  hazard  from  its  provisiofls  (p,  961^9). 


10.  ROADS.  The  Pub^c  ^Jorks  Committee  reported  without  amendiaent  Ji.  R.  7U7U,  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  Fe^ral-aid  highway  construction  program  (H,  R^t,  1336)  (p,  96Ii9)  J 


11.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION. \The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  i^orted  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  7U7O,  to  a^end  and  extend  the  Defense  Produ^^^ion  Act  of  19^0  (H, 
Rept.  13i;3)(p.  9Sh9) , 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMDITIES.  Rep.  Allen,  C^if.,  urged  consideration  of 
the  use  of  the  idle  ships  ^  the  American  merchant  marine  as  storage  for  sur¬ 
plus  grains  and  to  continue  \he  Cargo  Preference  provisions  (pp.  96ii5-6). 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Majorj\v  Leader  sc^duled  consideration  on  Hon., 

July  2^,  of  the  conference  report  ori  H.  R.^OOO,  the  reserve  forces  bill,  and 
consideration  of  the  following  bil^  on  Does,,  July  26,  through  Sat.,  July  30 
was  scheduled  providing  rules  are  r^ej^d;  H.  R,  3383,  the  Upper  Colorado 
Storage  project;  S.  2127,  the  Small  ^x^iness  Administration  bill;  H.  R,  7^4-70, 
extension  of  the  Defense  Production  S.  2126,  the  housing  bill;  and  H.  R. 

7h7hf  the  Federal-aid  highway  constructi^  bill  (pp.  9629-30). 


lii.  ADJOURNED  until  Hon.,  July  2$  (p/  96148). 

SENATE 


1^.  CCC  STOCKS;  LANDS;  RICE;  FAKi  LABOR;  TOBACCO.  The\Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  reported  durl^  adjournment  on  July  20,  w^h  amendment  S.  l621, 
authorizing  adjustmenl/of  certain  obligations  of  fai\ settlers  (S.  Rept.  IOI42); 
S.  2297,  national  ma^eting  quota  for  tobacco  (S.  RepuV  10i43)j  S.  2170,  to 
permit  sale  of  CCCvStocks  of  basic  and  storable  nonbasiX^agricultural  com¬ 
modities  without  restriction  where  siriiilar  commodities  aiV  exported  in  raw  or 
processed  form  Rept.  10147);  and  H.  R.  I428O,  to  transfeXbertain  title  3 
lands  to  Clema^  College  (S,  Rept.  10lt8);  and  vjith  amendment\H .  R.  3822,  to 
extend  the  li^ican  farm  labor  program  (S.  Rept.  lOlt^)  j  S.  66l^to  authorize 
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Disaster  relief  ,11 
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Forestry, .38,14.0 ,ii.l 

Immigration . .  „21 

Labor,  farm, ,15 

Mning . . . . . . . .  .31 ,1+0 

Personnel, .......... .2l|.,27 

Reclamation. .3^19,23,25,31 
Regulatory  agencies ...o. ,8 

Reorganization . «...  .33 

Research. . . .30 

Reserve  forces ,17 
Rx  ce..o«....»..«...g..l,  ll 


Roads .22,3!^ 
Security. . .  j/io .......  ,10 

Small  business ,20 

St.  Lav/re^e  Seaway . 7 

Sugar ., vC .............  12 

Tobao^, . . . . .  13,30 

Tran^ortation. . . , , . , .  .9 
V e^rans  ’  benefit  s .  28 ,14.2 
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resources .I;, 29 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  v?o  amend  rice  iquota  law.  Senate  made  supplemental 
appropriation  bill  its  unfinisheo^usiness.  House  committee  reported  bills  to 
amend  the  Sugar  Act,  tobacco  allotm^ts-quotas /law,  and  rice  quota  law. 


SENATE 

1*  RICE,  Passed  without  amendm^t  S,  2573,  '^o  amendvthe  rice  marketing  quota  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  193^  to  provide  that  in  States 
where  farm  rice  acreage  ^lotments  are  establishedxm  a  producer  basis  only  the 
past  plantings  of  rice  Aay  the  producer  within  the  St^e  and  acreage  allotments 
previously  establish^  in  the  State  for  the  producers  Vould  be  used  in  deter¬ 
mining  such  allotments  (p,  9785)  «• 


2.  RIVER  COIiPACTs  P^sed  as  reported  S,  730,  to  authorize  a  v/efter  compact  between 
Kans.  and  OklayTor  the  waters  of  the  Ark,  River  and  its  tri^taries  as  they 
affect  such  S-tates  (p,  9777)* 

RECLAMATIOWy^  Passed  over,  upon  requests  of  Sens,  Ervin  and  Ellend^,  S. 
to  provii^  for  Federal  cooperation  in  non-Federal  projects  and  for  participa¬ 
tion  by/non-Federal  agencies  in  Federal  projects  (p,  9779) o 

®assed  as  reported  S,  926,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Intpior  to 
oonswuot,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Ventura  River  reclamation  pro  ject,  \alif ., 
any'S,  1191+,  to  provide  for  construction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interiorpf 
R^  ‘'•/illow  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Webr,,  as  a  unit  of  the  Mo#  River  Basin  projec 
^p.  9797-9801), 


-2- 


vWATER  RESOURCES*  Agreed  to  the  conference  reoort  on  H.  R.  3990^  to  authoriye 
:he  Interior  Department  to  investigate  and  report  to  Congress  on  the  wat^ 
nasources  in  Alaska  (pp*  978’U“5)o 


APPRCJ^ATIONS.  lfe.de  its  vinfinished  business  H.  R.  7278,  the  supplem^ 
approOTiation  bill  for  1956  (p*  9803)* 


ital 


6*  ELECTRIFICATION;  I/jHEAT*  Sen*  Neuberger  inserted  Oregon  Grange  re^lutions 

urging  the\return  of  certain  hi-lines  to  the  Bonneville  Poorer  Apkministration 
and  favorinXa  two-price  plan  for  wheat  (p*  9763)* 


ST.  LATIRENCE  SEi¥^Y*  Sen*  liiley  announced  that  S*  Doc  I65,  ^e  manual  on  the 
Great  Lakes-St.  Lawrence  seaway,  has  been  released.  He  st^ifted  that  the  docu¬ 
ment  contains  a  c^plete  history  of  the  seaway,  a  descrii^ion  of  all  of  its 
economic,  engineer!^,  power,  maintenance,  legal,  and  ojmer  ramifications 

(pp*  9769-72)* 


8*  REGULATORY  AGENCIES.  Sei^w  Sparkmem  expressed  concern^ over  "the  growing  practice 
of  the  executive  breoich  oX.the  Government  tousurp  jihe  power  of  the  legislative! 
branch  of  the  Goverimient  tra^ough  perversion  of  t^  regulatory  agencies”  (pp.^^^ 


9787-8). 


.1 


TRANSPORTATION*  Sen*  Butler  insL^ed  a  Naryl^d  Fern  Nev/s  article,  "Baltimore 
the  Port  That  Helped  Agriculture outlinin^reasons  for  Baltimore’s  importance 
in  the  development  of  agricultural  N^rade,  ^ith  special  reference  to  the  ability 
of  the  grain  “'mixers"  (p*  9790)* 


10*  GOVERNMENT  SECURITY.  Sen*  Y'iley  announ/C^  that  S*  Doc*  i+O,  the  revised  edition 
of  the  Internal  Security  Manual,  has  >Dee\  released,  and  inserted  Scott  McLeod’s 
letter  commending  this  publication,  Xdth  nV^rticular  reference  to  Parts  III 
and  rv  which  relate  especially  to  >^ployee  ^curity  programs  (pt,  9659,  July 
22). 

HOUSE 


11*  COM'IODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATTON.^^eceived  a  draft  or^roposed  legislation  from 
the  USDA,  to  increase  the  l^rrowing  power  of  the  C^  f rcm  ('>10  to  012  billion*^ 
referred  to  Banking  and  Cu^ency  Committee  (p*  9862 Bills  have  been  intro 
duced  in  both  Houses  to  ^ecute  the  provisions  of  thi^^roposal* 

Conferees  were  apj^inted  on  H.  R.  2851,  to  make  agricultural  commodities 
o^vned  by  the  CCC  avai^ble  to  persons  in  need  in  areas  oJ^^oute  distress 
(p*  9850)*  Senate  cgfnferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed* 


12*  SUGAR*  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  v/ith  amendment  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend 
and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19^8  (H.  Rept*  13ij.8)  (p*  9863)* 


13. 


TOBACCO.  The  .^riculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  3^4.6,  to 

provide  for  tobacco  allotments  on  farms  with  no  previously  establis^d  quota 
(H.  Rept*  1^8);  and  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  68^7*  to  proviote  for  the 
establish^nt  of  hurley  tobacco  allotments  (H.  Rept.  1359),  and  H.  R.  &^5, 
to  estab^sh  national  marketing  quotas  for  tobacco  (H.  Rept*  I36O)  (p* 


llj.*  RICE.  yThe  Agriculture  Conmittee  reported  vrithout  amendment  H.  R.  7302,  to 

the  /ice  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1^ 
(Hy'Rept*  I361)  (p*  9863)* 
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REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


July  22,  1955. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  7030] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows; 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section  101  (d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘raw  sugar’  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  liquid  .-ugar  from 
foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  whether  or  not  principally  of 
kcrystalline  structure,  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality  to 
'produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid  sugar.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consump;.ion  sugar’  means  any  sugars  principally  of 
crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign 
countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or  im¬ 
proved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  deleting  the  parenthetical 
word  “(Clerget)”. 

Sec.  4  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“(n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality’  means  to  be  sub¬ 
jected  substantially  to  the  processes  of  (1)  affiliation  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification, 
and  (3)  further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The  Secretary  is 
authorized,  in  accordance  with  findings  based  on  public  hearings  to  determine 
whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are 
raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  in  the  second  sentence 
thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control  of  sugar”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1947-1949”. 
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Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  a  colon  and  “(1) 
For  the  calendar  year  1956”  in  lieu  of  the  first  comma  and  by  adding  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  by  apportioning  among  such  areas  50  per 
centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
as  follows: 

‘‘(A)  The  first  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall 
be  apportioned  45.2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  42.6  jjer  centum  to  the 
mainland  cane  area;  10.6  per  centum  to  Puerto  Ilico;  and  1.6  per  centum  to  the 
Virgin  Islands;  and 

“(B)  Any  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  established  in 
paragraph  (a)  (1)  as  adjusted  by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (a)  (21 

“(o)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsecpient  calendar  year,  by  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section,  and  by  add¬ 
ing  thereto  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  determination  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  apportioned  as  follows:  First,  by  apportioning  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a)  (2)  of  this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  A 
of  the  amount  so  apportioned  in  1956,  and  second,  by  apportioning  the  remainder,  \J 
if  any,  in  accordance  with  the  final  quotas  established  for  the  calendar  year  1956, 
pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  (1)  a  id  (a)  (2)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “For”  after 
“(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  to 
Cuba  96  per  centum  and  to  such  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum  of  the  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons  or  such  lesser  amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum 
of  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the 
giiota  established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  to 
Cuba  50  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  plus  the  increase  in  quotas  provided  for  in 
subsection  (a)  (3)  of  this  section:  Provided,  (i)  that  for  1957  the  quota  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  one  hundred 
and  seventy-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall 
equal  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  less  one  hundred  and  .seventy-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  and 
(ii)  that  for  the  calendar  year  1958  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year  through 
1960  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  increased  forty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  annually  m 
and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  ^ 
than  the  Rei)ublic  of  the  Philippines  for  such  year  less  the  quota  for  foreign  coun-  ^ 
tries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  such  year.” 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  prorated  for  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent 
calendar  year  as  follows: 

(A)  Kacli  country  who.se  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  States 
within  the  cpiota  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  during  the 
years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  proration  eepial  to  such  average  importations. 

(B)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  States 
within  the  quota  were  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  each 
year  two  thousand  tons  in  addition  to  the  basic  tonnages  prorated  under  sub- 
paragraphs  (C)  or  (D)  hereof. 

(C)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  States 
within  the  quota  were  one  thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  two  tho\isand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  proration  for  1957 
equal  to  its  average  importations  for  the  calendar  years  1953  and  1954  plus  30 
per  centum  thereof  and  for  each  calendar  year  subsequent  to  1957  through  1960 
the  proration  for  each  such  country  shall  be  increased  by  an  additional  30  per 
centum  of  its  proration  under  this  subparagraph  (C)  for  the  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  calendar  year. 
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(D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otherwise  prorated  in  subparagraphs  (A),  fB), 
and  (C)  above  shall  be  prorated  as  follows: 


CountTj  Rw  cmlHm 

Dominican  Republic _  37 

Peru _  36 

Mexico _  20 

Nicaragua _  5 

Haiti _  2 


Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  nevr 
paragraphs: 

“(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with  a  quota  or  proration 
thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill  s\ich  quota  or  proration 
by  more  than  10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  woild  price  of 
sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country 
for  subsequent  years  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  v\hich 
s>ich  country  failed  to  fill  its  qtiota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary  finds 
that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force  niajeure  or  finds  that  such 
reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  here¬ 
under  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated  under  sec- 
f  tion  204. 

“(f)  No  country  shall  have  its  quota  or  proration  thereof  increased  above  its 
quota  or  proration  thereof  for  the  calendar  year  I0o6  unle.ss,  on  or  before  .(aiuiary 
1,  10.57,  such  country  becomes  a  party  to  and  bound  by  the  International  Sugar 
Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  fralifieil 
by  and  with  the  advice  anil  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  April  20,  1954). 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  except  paragraph  (d)  hereof, 
if  the  Secretary  determines  that  any  country  for  which  a  sugar  quota  or  proration 
thereof  is  established  herein  causes  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  importation  of 
any  agricultural  commodity  from  the  United  States  below  the  quantity  imported 
during  a  representative  period  of  years,  in  raw  or  manufactured  form,  through 
import  quotas,  import  taxes,  exchange  restrictions,  or  other  trade  restrictive 
measures,  the  sugar  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country  shall  be  suspended 
during  each  year  when  such  restrictive  measures  are  at  any  time  in  effect  and  the 
portion  of  such  cpiota  or  jjroration  thereof  so  suspended  shall  be  prorated  in  the 
same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  204.’’ 

8ec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  .\ct  is  ametided  by 
inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ P?oin'<led, 
That  any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of 
inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3)  shall 
first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect.” 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  Ca.)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  following:  “except  that 
in  the  case  of  proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area 
loccurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area 
allotted  untier  and  by  reason  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under 
section  202  (a)  (3),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on  such 
basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such 
deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled 
amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before 
the  final  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “In  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary 
may  also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of 
drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnoi-nal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served 
by  the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person,” 

Sec.  II  fa)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after  the  word 
“year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  tweiity- 
nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  i-alue,  that  the  increase  in 
the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one  million  fifty-tw'o  thousand  short 
tons,  raw'  value”. 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  by  adding  the  following:  “which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline 
structure,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six 
thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for 
Puerto  Rico  under  section  202  is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
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value,  which  latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  whether  or 
not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.” 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “The”  after 
“(h)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the”  and  by 
adding  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may 
be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas 
established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limitation 
shall  not  apply  to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of  seven 
thousand  short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consumption  portion  of  such  quota 
which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per  centum  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be 
prorated  to  countries  which  receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of  more 
than  seven  thousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  average  imports  of  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  within  the  quota  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  words 
“(or  proce.ssed)”  the  following:  except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production 

of  livestock  feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,”, 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “or  pro¬ 
cessed)”  the  words  “within  the  proportional  share”  and  by  striking  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  any  local 
producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  adversely,  seriously  and  generally 
affected  by  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal 
and  uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing  proportionate 
shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater 
diversification  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of  soil 
and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on  application  of  any  owner 
of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be 
in  the  public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other  productive 
purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels 
of  land  in  Puerto  Rico  owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of 
land  owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  at  the  beginning 
thereof  and  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph; 

“(b)  Any  person  w  hose  sugar  processing  operations  otherwise  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or 
brou.ght  into  the  continental  United  Strtes  under  a  declaration  that  it  is  raw 
sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to  be  of  direct-consumption 
quality  and  to  be  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum 
equal  to  one  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of 
the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  (piota  or  proration  or  allotment 
thereof,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  ITnited  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the, 
following  sentence:  “The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons 
whose  services  are  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.” 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  412,  section  412  of 
such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  413  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  Issue  such  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the 
Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  restricting 
importations  of  sugar  into  the  United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participat¬ 
ing  in  such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any  such 
future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United 
States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating  to  termination  of  the 
powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “1956”  in 
each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1960”. 

Sec.  19.  A  new  section  414  is  added  to  such  Act  as  follows: 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist  in  the  continental 
United  States  sugar-producing  areas  by  reason  of  the  quantities  of  surplus  over¬ 
quota  sugar  produced  in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall 
carry  out  loans,  {nirchases  or  other  operations  with  respect  to  one  hundred  thousand 
short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the  1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 
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“(b)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  be  disposed  of  outside  the  continental 
United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Corporation  determines  will  not  unduly 
interfere  with  normal  marketings  of  sugar,  including  dispositions  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

“(c)  No  borrower  shall  be  personally  liable  for  any  deficiency  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  sugar  securing  any  loan  made  under  authority  of  this  section,  unless 
such  loan  was  obtained  through  fraudulent  representations  by  the  borrower.  This 
provision  shall  not,  however,  be  con.strued  to  prevent  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  from  requiring  the  borrower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in  the 
quality  or  quantity  of  sugar  delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure  to  properly  care 
for  and  preserve  such  sugar,  or  for  failure  or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  the  program. 

“(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II 
of  this  Act.” 

Sec.  20.  Section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (63  Stat. 
1052;  68  Stat.  899,  912),  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

1.  After  the  comma  following  the  word  “butterfat”  in  the  clause  preceding 
the  colon,  insert  the  following:  “sugar  beets  and  sugarcane,”. 

2.  After  subsection  (c)  thereof  insert  a  new  subsection  (d)  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  price  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane,  respectively,  shall  be  supported 
at  a  level  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  through  loans,  purchases 
or  other  operations  with  respect  to  sugar  derived  from  the  processing  of  propor¬ 
tionate  shares  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  of  the  1956  and  subsequent  crops 
produced  in  the  domestic  sugar  producing  areas  of  the  United  States.  Loans, 
purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect  to  such  sugar  shall  be  at  such  rates 
or  prices  as  the  Secretary  determines,  after  taking  into  account  receipts  of  pro¬ 
ducers  from  byproducts  and  conditional  payments,  will  reflect  the  equivalent  of 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  either  for  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane.  Sugar 
acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended.” 

Sec.  21.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to  the  termination  of  taxes 
on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Reveinie  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out 
“1957”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  22.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  4,  subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word 
“(Clerget)”  where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second  sentence 
thereof. 

Sec.  23.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following;  “and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  “(a)”  immediately  following  “section  4501”. 

Sec.  24.  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1956, 
except  as  otherwise  designated  and  except  that  required  determinations  and 
I  regulations  may  be  issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 

MAJOR  PROVISIONS 

H.  R.  7030  reenacts  and  extends  for  4  years,  to  December  31,  1960, 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  with  further  amendments  dealing 
primarily  wdth  adjustments  of  quotas  intended  to  give  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  a  fair  share  in  the  growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  market 
and  to  bring  about  an  equitable  participation  by  foreign  suppliers  in 
this  market.  The  present  act,  in  the  absence  of  any  action  by  the 
Congress,  would  expire  December  31,  1956. 

The  bill  also  extends  for  4  years,  to  June  30,  1961,  the  applicability 
of  the  excise  tax  on  sugar  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  This  tax 
finances  the  sugar-stabilization  program. 

This  legislation’s  major  effect  is  to  open  the  way  for  United  States 
domestic  area  producers  to  participate  with  foreign  areas  in  supplying 
the  growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  market. 
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The  United  States  this  year  will  require  approximately  8,350,000 
short  tons  of  sugar.  The  United  States  needs  now  are  supplied  53.7 
percent  from  domestic  areas  (consisting  of  22  mainland  States  pro¬ 
ducing  beets,  and  2  mainland  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands,  producing  sugarcane);  33.1  percent  from  Cuba;  11.8 
percent  from  the  Philippines;  and  1.4  percent  from  other  foreign 
countries  (including  the  Dominican  Republic,  Mexico,  El  Salvador, 
Haiti,  Nicaragua,  Peru,  and  all  others). 

Tills  distribution  is  brought  about  by  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar 
Act  that  assign  fixed  quotas  amounting  to  4,440,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  for  the  domestic  producing  area,  and  952,000  short  tons  to  the 
Philippines;  and  give  to  Cuba  96  percent,  and  to  all  other  foreign 
countries  4  percent,  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  United  States 
market. 

Tlius,  Cuba  for  a  number  of  years  has  enjoyed  an  increasing  mar¬ 
ket  for  her  sugar  here  equal  to  virtually  the  complete  growth  of  sugar 
consumption  in  the  United  States,  since  the  present  law  holds  the  I 
domestic  producing  areas  and  the  Philippines  to  definite,  inflexibly  " 
fixed  quotas. 

H.  R.  7030  maintains  unchanged  the  participation  of  the  domestic 
areas  and  the  foreign  suppliers  in  the  present  level  of  consumption  of 
the  United  States  market.  All  suppliers  will  continue  to  receive  their 
established  shares  in  the  market  at  its  current  level. 

But  this  legislation  would  open  the  way  for  United  States  pro¬ 
ducers  to  participate  in  the  larger  market  constantly  being  created  by 
the  gi'owth  of  our  consumption  of  sugar,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  other 
foreign  suppliers  would  enjoy  a  part  of  this  expanding  market  along 
with  Cuba,  in  the  following  manner: 

For  the  Calendar  year  1956,  the  amount  of  the  increase  in  our 
market  above  8,350,000  sliort  tons,  raw  value,  would  be  apportioned 
50  percent  to  domestic  producing  areas  and  50  percent  to  the  foreign 
suppliers  (except  the  Philippines  which  has  a  fixed  quota),  with  Cuba 
getting  96  percent  and  all  other  countries  receiving  4  percent  of  the 
50  percent  going  to  the  foreign  .suppliers.  The  first  188,000  tons,  or 
any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  in¬ 
creased  in  1956,  would  be  apportioned  45.2  percent  to  the  domestic 
beet  area;  42.6  percent  to  the  mainland  cane  area;  10.6  percent  to  J 
Puerto  Rico;  and  1.6  percent  to  the  Virgin  Islands.  If  rising  con-" 
sumption  should  increase  the  quotas  of  domestic  areas  by  more  than 
188,000  tons  in  1956  the  excess  would  be  allotted  on  the  basis  of  the 
present  law’s  assignment  of  quotas. 

For  1957,  1958,  1959,  and  1960,  this  bill— 

1.  Assigns  between  the  domestic  producing  areas  and  the 
foreign  suppliers  additional  quotas  year  by  year  each  equal  to 
50  percent  of  the  growth  of  the  United  States  market  above  the 
current  8,350,000  tons  of  consumption  a  year. 

2.  Provides  that  for  1957,  1958,  1959,  and  1960  the  additional 
quotas  for  domestic  areas  producers  (representing  50  percent  of 
the  growth  in  the  United  States  market)  will  be  distributed  in 
accordance  with  the  final  quotas  established  for  the  calendar  year 
1956. 

3.  That  in  1957  the  total  of  established  and  growth  quotas  for 
foreign  suppliers  (other  than  the  Philippines)  would  be  distributed 
(1)  the  first  175,000  tons  to  the  foreign  suppliers  other  than  Cuba 
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and  the  Philippines,  and  (2)  Cuba  to  receive  a  quota  computed  by 
subtracting  175,000  tons  from  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Philippines. 

4.  That  for  1958,  1959,  and  1960  the  additional  quotas  repre¬ 
senting  50  percent  of  the  growtli  assigned  to  foreign  suppliers 
(other  than  the  Philippines)  would  be  distributed  (1)  the  first 
45,000  tons  to  the  foreign  suppliers  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Philippines,  and  (2)  Cuba  to  receive  an  additional  quota  com¬ 
puted  by  subtracting  45,000  tons  from  the  50  percent  of  the 
growth  in  the  United  States  market  which  would  be  assigned 
to  foreign  countries. 

5.  That  proration  of  their  quota  among  the  foreign  countries 
(other  than  Cuba  and  the  Philippines)  be  changed  beginning  in 
1957  by  assigning  to  those  countries  which  exported  to  the  United 
States  less  than  1,000  tons  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  a 
fixed  quantity  equal  to  their  average  proration  in  those  years  and 

I  by  assigning  to  the  countries  that  brought  in  between  1,000 
and  3,000  tons  in  those  years  a  fixed  quantity  of  2,000  tons 
in  addition  to  their  further  proration,  as  follows:  Countries 
whose  average  imports  here  were  between  1,000  and  2,000 
short  tons  in  1953  and  1954  receive  prorations  for  1957  equal 
to  such  average  entries  plus  30  percent  thereof  and  for  each 
subsequent  _year  prorations  for  sucii  countries  are  increased 
by  an  additional  30  percent  above  the  prorations  for  the  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  year;  the  balance  of  the  quota  for  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Philippines  is  prorated  37  percent  to  the 
Dominican  Republic,  36  percent  to  Peru,  20  percent  to  Mexico, 
5  percent  to  Nicaragua,  and  2  percent  to  Haiti. 

An  annual  growth  in  United  States  sugar  consumption  of  approxi¬ 
mately  135,000  tons  is  expected  on  the  basis  of  past  experience.  The 
accompanying  table  (table  A)  shows  how  this  bill  would  distribute  the 
full  tonnage  estimated  on  such  an  assumed  growth. 

To  alleviate  a  surplus  condition  in  the  continental  United  States 
sugar-producing  areas,  this  bill  provides  that  the  Government  pur¬ 
chase  or  otherwise  remove  from  the  market  100,000  tons  from  the 
1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas,  for  disposition  outside  the  con- 
|tinental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  not  to  interfere  unduly  with 
normal  marketing  of  sugar.  It  is  assumed  this  sugar  will  be  distrib¬ 
uted  in  the  relief  operations  of  the  International  Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

To  deal  with  any  future  surpluses,  provision  is  made  that  the  price  of 
sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  shall  be  supported  at  90  percent  of  parity 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect  to  sugar 
from  the  processing  of  proportionate  shares  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane,  produced  in  the  domestic  areas  of  the  United  States. 

Although  the  committee  has  not  included  in  the  bill  any  specific 
directive  for  distribution  of  additional  domestic  quotas  to  new 
producers,  it  is  the  belief  of  the  committee  that  the  act  should  be 
administered  so  as  to  benefit  new  producers  and  new  producing  regions 
as  increased  domestic  acreage  becomes  available  as  the  reesult  of  quota 
increases. 

Foreign  countries  which  fail  by  a  substantial  margin  to  supply  sugar 
to  this  market  in  years  when  the  world  price  is  higher  than  our  domes¬ 
tic  price  are  subject  to  quota  curtailment  in  future  years,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  that  such  curtailment  is  unwarranted. 
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Foreign  countries  which  discriminate  against  the  importation  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  from  this  country  are  subject  to  quota  suspen¬ 
sion  during  each  year  when  such  restrictive  measures  are  in  effect. 
Foreign  countries  which  did  not  become  participants  to  the  Inter¬ 
national  Sugar  Agreement  on  or  before  January  1,  1957,  are  not 
eligible  for  increases  in  quotas  or  prorations  above  the  1956  level. 

Provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  which  limit  the  entry  of  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  within  quotas  of  both  foreign  and  offshore  domestic 
areas  would  be  varied  slightly  to  permit  an  increase  in  such  allocations 
for  the  offshore  domestic  areas  and  to  permit  those  foreign  countries 
which  have  relatively  small  quotas  the  convenience  of  shipping  either 
raw  or  refined  sugar  to  this  market. 

The  method  of  prorating  deficits  would  be  changed  slightly  to  insure 
that  increases  which  domestic  areas  receive  through  market  participa¬ 
tion  but  which  they  are  not  able  to  fill  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other 
domestic  areas  rather  than  to  Cuba  and  the  other  domestic  areas  as  is 
the  case  under  the  present  act.  In  the  event  a  domestic  area  is 
unable  to  fill  a  proration  of  a  deficit  assigned  to  it  which  results  from 
increased  quota  due  to  market  participation,  the  unfilled  portion  also 
will  be  apportioned  to  other  domestic  areas  unless  no  such  area  is 
able  to  supply  the  required  quantity  in  which  case  it  will  be  added  to 
the  quota  of  Cuba. 

There  are  other  provisions  in  the  bill  in  the  interest  of  equity  and 
efficient  administration  in  this  reenactment  and  extension  of  the  Sugar 
Act.  These  are  discussed  in  some  detail  in  the  analysis  of  the  bill 
which  appears  later  in  this  report. 

The  following  table  was  prepared  by  officials  of  the  Sugar  Division, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  at  the  request  of  the  committee.  On 
the  basis  of  an  assumed  constant  increase  in  United  States  consumption 
of  135,000  tons  a  year,  it  shows  the  quotas  which  would  result  from 
application  of  provisions  of  the  bill. 
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Table  A. — Sugar  quotas  and  proralions:  Present  taw  for  1955  (H.  R.  70S0),  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 

(Short  tons,  raw  valuel 


H.  R.  7030 

Present 

law.  1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

Assumed  requirements _ 

8,  400,  000 

8,  535, 000 

8,  670,  000 

8,  805,  000 

8,  940, 000 

9, 075, 000 

Domestic  areas . . . 

4,  441, 000 

4,  536,  500 

4,  604,  000 

4,  671,  .500 

4,  739,  000 

4,  806,  500 

Beet . . . 

1, 800,  000 

1,841.000 

1,869,  215 

1,  896,  620 

1,  924,  024 

1,  951,  430 

Mainiand  cane _ 

.500,  000 

539,  405 

547,  431 

555,  457 

563,  483 

571,  509 

Hawaii _ _ 

1,  052,  000 

1,0.52,  000 

1,  067,  6.53 

1,  083,  ,306 

1,098,  959 

1,  114,  612 

Puerto  Rico . . . 

1,  080,  000 

1, 089,  805 

1, 106.  020 

1, 122,  2.36 

1, 138,  452 

1,1.54,667 

Virgin  Isiands _ 

12,000 

13,  480 

13.081 

13,  881 

14,082 

14,  282 

Foreign  areas... . 

3,  9.56,  000 

3,  988,  500 

4,  066,  000 

4,  133,  500 

4,  201,000 

4,  268,  500 

Philippines _ 

977,  000 

977,  (100 

977,  000 

977,  000 

977,  000 

977,  000 

Cuba . . . . . . 

2,  859.  840 

2,  900,  640 

2, 914,  000 

2,  936,  500 

2,  959,  000 

2,981,500 

“Fuil  duty”  countries _ 

119.  160 

120,  860 

175.  000 

220,  000 

265.  000 

310,000 

Dominican  Republic . . . 

29.  592 

30,014 

58.  393 

74,  403 

80,  221 

105,  789 

Mexico _ _ _ 

12,  269 

12,  444 

31,  564 

40,  218 

48,  768 

57,  184 

Nicaragua _ 

8,  .386 

8,  506 

7,891 

10,  054 

12.  192 

14,  296 

Peru _ _ _ _ 

65.  658 

56,  452 

56,  814 

72, 302 

87,  782 

102,  930 

Haiti  _ 

2.  863 

2,  904 

5, 1.56 

0,  022 

6,877 

7,718 

Costa  Riea _ 

'  (1.  084) 

1  (1,084) 

3,  409 

3,8:12 

4,  382 

5,097 

Formosa..  _ 

'  (1,  114) 

‘  (1,  114) 

3,  4  48 

3,882 

4,  447 

5, 181 

Netheriands _ 

•  (1,  123) 

>  (1,  123) 

3,  460 

3,898 

4,  467 

5,207 

Panama _ _ 

'  (1,  114) 

1  (1,  114) 

3,448 

3,  882 

4,  447 

5,181 

Beigium  _ _ 

'  (182) 

1  (182) 

182 

182 

182 

182 

British  Guiana _ _ _ 

>  (85) 

'  (85) 

85 

85 

85 

85 

Canada . . . 

1  (631) 

1  (631) 

631 

631 

631 

631 

Hong  Kong  ..  _ 

1  (.3) 

'  (3) 

.3 

3 

3 

3 

United  Kingdom . . 

1  (516) 

'  (516) 

510 

516 

516 

516 

4,434 

4,  497 

'  Average  I9.‘i3-S4  charges  against  quotas.  These  countries  do  not  have  specific  prorations  under  the 
present  law.  These  entries  are  made  within  the  proration  for  unspecified  countries  which  amounts  to  .'i,958 
tons  and  6,043  tons  when  requirements  are  8,400,000  tons  and  8,53.6,000  tons,  respectively. 

’  No  entries  since  1918. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Participation  by  the  United  States  sugar  producers  in  the  future 
market  growth  in  this  country  does  no  more  than  restore  to  them  the 
status  they  had  under  sugar-quota  legislation  prior  to  World  War  II. 

In  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  were  limited 
to  fixed  quantities  in  order  to  assist  Cuba  in  making  the  transition 
from  wartime  to  peacetime  conditions  by  assigning  to  her  virtually 
all  of  the  increases  in  the  United  States  sugar  market.  It  was  recog¬ 
nized  at  the  time  that  the  change  was  of  temporary  nature  and  that 
at  the  appropriate  time  the  domestic  areas  should  resume  participa¬ 
tion  in  market  growth. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  1956  is  the  appropriate  time 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  domestic  areas  are  producing  at  or 
above  their  quota  levels  even  though  successively  more  stringent 
production  controls  have  been  imposed  in  several  of  those  areas. 

Additional  quotas  granted  to  foreign  countries  are  in  line  with  our 
national  policy  of  broadening  our  trade  relations.  Cuba  retains  its 
status  as  our  largest  foreign  supplier  by  a  wide  margin  and  also  retains 
a  share  in  our  market  growth.  Other  Latin  American  countries 
receive  quota  increases  which  are  large  proportionally  to  their  mar¬ 
ketings  heretofore,  but  which  are  small  in  relation  to  our  total  imports. 

The  committee  recognized  the  needs  of  the  mainland  sugar  areas 
for  inventory  relief,  but  preferred  not  to  make  a  change  affecting 
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quotas  for  the  year  1955  because  of  the  chfTiculties  which  would  be 
created  for  producers  in  Cuba  whose  marketing  plans  for  this  year 
already  have  been  completed.  Kather,  to  alleviate  the  immediate 
situation  in  the  mainland  areas,  the  committee  has  authorized  a 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  loan,  purchase,  or  similar  operation 
with  respect  to  100,000  tons  of  1955  or  previous  crop  mainland  sugar. 

Cuba’s  anticipated  share  of  the  total  United  States  market  is 
reduced  somewhat  in  1956,  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill,  because 
of  participation  by  the  domestic  areas  in  market  increases  beginning 
that  year  and  is  further  reduced  beginning  in  1957  becaiise  of  the 
enlarged  shares  of  the  market  thereafter  assigned  to  other  countries. 

The  actual  tonnage  of  sugar  which  Cuba  will  market  in  the  United 
States  is  expected  to  increase,  however,  from  year  to  year  because  of 
anticipated  continuation  of  the  substantial  annual  increases  in  our 
sugar  consumption. 

Nevertheless,  the  committee  has  suggested  to  the  executive  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Govei-nment  that  they  give  consideration  to  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  acquiring  sugar  from  Cuba  in  1956  to  offset  the  smaller 
increase  in  the  Cuban  quota  which  will  occur  that  year  in  compari¬ 
son  to  what  the  increase  would  have  been  under  the  present  act  which, 
if  not  amended,  does  not  expire  until  December  31,  1956. 

Although  all  producers,  foreign  and  domestic,  who  participate  in 
the  American  market  are  fully  aware  that  it  is  the  privilege  and  the 
duty  of  the  Congress  to  revise  the  Sugar  Act  at  any  time  there  is 
impelling  cause,  this  committee  has  gone  to  great  lengths  to  protect 
the  status  of  foreign  suppliers  in  this  market. 

The  committee  feels  that  it  has  found  a  fair  solution  for  all  parties 
in  this  bill,  as  we  have  justly  brought  our  own  producers  into  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  growth  of  our  own  market,  and  have  sought  an 
equitable  distribution  of  the  remainder  of  our  market  growth  among 
our  good-neighbor  countries  that  help  supply  this  market. 

NATIONAL  POLICY 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ments — for  defense  and  strati'gic  rea.sons — to  preserve  within  the 
United  States  the  ability  to  produce  a  portion  of  our  sugar  require¬ 
ments.  This  has  been  done  because  sugar  is  an  essential  and  vital 
food  product  needed  by  American  consumers,  the  supply  of  which  on 
a  worldwide  scale  has  been  marked  by  iieriods  of  alternating  scarcity 
and  surplus. 

A  large  portion  of  the  world’s  sugar  production  is  grown  in  tropical 
countries  with  essentially  one-crop  economies,  where  cheap  labor  is 
abundantly  available  and  cannot  be  utilized  in  other  enterprises.  An 
additional  large  portion  is  distributed  among  the  majority  of  the 
countries  of  the  world  which,  like  the  United  States,  provide  protec¬ 
tion  to  their  sugar  industries.  In  these  circumstances,  it  is  unlikely 
that  a  significant  amount  of  sugar  would  be  grown  in  the  continental 
United  States  if  American  producers  had  to  compete  on  the  open 
world  market  with  sugar  produced  with  cheap  tropical  labor. 

For  many  years,  protection  was  afforded  to  our  sugar  producers 
solely  through  the  tariff.  Although  the  tariff  did  assist  domestic 
producers,  it  still  left  them  exposed  to  the  price  fluctuations  of  the 
world  sugar  market.  It  also  increased  the  price  of  sugar  to  consumers 
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in  the  United  States  without  assuring  them  of  adequate  foreign  sources 
of  supply  in  case  of  emergencies. 

A  quota  system  which  prorated  domestic  consumption  among 
producers  in  the  United  States  and  a  number  of  foreign  countries 
was  developed  and  enacted  as  law  in  1934.  The  quota  system  was 
revised  in  1937  and  again  in  the  present  act  which  became  effective 
in  1948  and  was  amended  in  1951,  effective  as  of  January  1,  1953. 
SincO  initiation  of  the  quota  system,  the  tariff  on  sugar  has  been 
reduced  75  percent  and  now  represents  only  supplementary  protection 
to  the  sugar  industry. 

A  tax  of  0.5  cent  per  pound  is  imposed  on  all  sugar  manufactured 
or  imported  into  the  United  States.  Payments  are  made  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  at  a  rate  which  ranges  from 
80  cents  per  hundredweight  of  recoverable  sugar  produced  on  small 
farms  to  as  little  as  30  cents  per  hundredweight  of  production  in 
excess  of  30,000  tons  of  sugar  on  large  farms.  To  qualify  for  payments 
under  the  program,  producers  must  comply  with  production  restric¬ 
tions,  pay  fair  wages  to  workers,  and  not  employ  child  labor  and,  if 
they  are  also  processors,  pay  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets. 

Income  to  the  Government  from  the  tax  on  sugar  has  been  very 
substantially  in  excess  of  the  amount  disbursed  as  payments  to 
mestic  gi’owers  during  each  of  the  years  under  the  program.  In  recent  ( 
years  the  income  from  the  excise  or  import  compensating  tax  has 
approximated  $80  million  annually,  while  pa3mients  to  growers  have 
approximated  $65  million. 

in  the  last  18  years  there  has  been  a  net  return  to  the  Treasury  of 
over  $300  million  in  the  difference  between  collections  on  the  sugar 
excise  tax  and  the  actual  cost  of  the  stabilization  program. 


WORLD  SUGAR  SITUATION 

World  sugar  production  reached  a  record  level  of  about  47  million 
tons  during  1954-55  despite  the  fact  that  production  was  rigidly 
controlled  in  Cuba,  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  most  areas  of  the 
United  States.  By  comparison,  a  century  ago  production  had  been 
less  than  2  million  tons  and  in  1900  it  was  only  13  million  tons.  During 
the  period  just  before  and  after  World  War  II  it  was  about  33  million 
tons.  Production  of  centrifugal  sugar,  which  now  accounts  for  all 
but  about  6  million  tons  of  the  total,  is  shown  by  countries  for  recent 
years  in  the  following  table. 
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Table  B. — Centrifugal  sugar  (raw  valued):  Production  in  specified  countries, 
overages  1935- S9,  1945-49,  annual  1951-54  ** 


(1,000  short  tons! 


Averages 


Continent  and  country 

193.A-39 

194.5-49 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954  > 

North  American  (cane  and  beet): 

British  Honduras.-. _ _ 

1 

1 

3 

4 

4 

4 

Canada. . . . . 

70 

99 

133 

160 

131 

124 

Costa  Rica _ _ 

9 

20 

33 

34 

38 

35 

Ei  Salvador _ _ _ 

17 

27 

31 

32 

36 

36 

Guatemala _ 

19 

33 

33 

44 

46 

48 

Honduras _ _ — 

2 

1 

7 

10 

11 

11 

Mexico.  _ _ _ 

636 

807 

911 

960 

1,063 

Nicaragua _ _ _ _ 

9 

21 

35 

38 

42 

46 

Panama _ _ 

5 

11 

21 

20 

21 

19 

Uniied  Staies  (beet) _ 

1,517 

1,614 

1,549 

1,  605 

1,817 

2,037 

United  States  (cane) _ _ _ 

471 

455 

419 

605 

030 

607 

Hawaii _ _ 

980 

861 

1,  020 

1,  099 

1,077 

1,092 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

974 

1,134 

1,360 

*  1, 170 

*  1,190 

<  1,200 

Virein  Islands _ _ 

6 

() 

12 

14 

10 

10 

Antigua  _ _ _ 

22 

25 

38 

36 

14 

24 

Barbados _ _ 

114 

121 

176 

169 

184 

162 

Cuba . . . 

3, 183 

5, 897 

7, 964 

•  6,687 

•  5. 390 

*  4, 998 

Dominican  Republic . . . 

491 

509 

648 

668 

699 

772 

Grenada _ _ _ _ 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Guadeloupe _ 

m 

48 

106 

96 

114 

128 

Haiti _ 

44 

49 

64 

63 

54 

65 

Jamaica _ 

119 

235 

299 

370 

407 

413 

Martinique _ _ _ 

64 

29 

42 

60 

78 

87 

St.  Kitts.- . . 

36 

40 

57 

58 

56 

68 

St  Lucia  and  St.  Vincent . . 

11 

12 

14 

16 

14 

16 

Trinidad  and  Tobago. _ _ 

149 

144 

154 

172 

193 

204 

Total,  North  .America _ 

8,736 

11,929 

15,  027 

13, 042 

13,217 

13,250 

Western  Europe  (beet): 

Austria _ 

196 

46 

175 

146 

197 

233 

Belgium . . . 

259 

246 

293 

356 

450 

375 

Denmark _ 

2m 

266 

394 

295 

425 

245 

Finland . . . . . . 

13 

14 

23 

22 

40 

41 

France _ _ _ 

1,  078 

823 

1,  395 

1,  100 

1,804 

1,860 

Germany,  Western . . 

610 

524 

1,  169 

990 

1,  552 

1,  445 

Ireland,. _ _ 

89 

95 

100 

102 

143 

111 

Italv . . . 

414 

331 

825 

819 

855 

816 

Netherlands _ 

261 

270 

386 

478 

504 

468 

Spain  5 _ _ _ _ 

202 

200 

366 

069 

376 

400 

Sweden _ _ _ 

340 

311 

•323 

•267 

•388 

•342 

Switzerland _ _ 

13 

28 

33 

32 

36 

37 

United  Kingdom _ 

515 

612 

753 

686 

867 

806 

Yugoslavia _ _ 

103 

127 

256 

61 

211 

161 

Total  western  Europe _ _ 

4,  353 

3.893 

6,491 

6,  0'23 

7,848 

7,340 

Total  eastern  Europe _ 

2,925 

2,  055 

3,  095 

2,556 

3,  430 

3,  235 

Total  Europe _ _ _ 

7,278 

6,948 

9,586 

8,678 

11,  278 

10,  575  ' 

U.  S.  S.  R.  (Europe  and  Asia)  (beet) _ 

2,  761 

1,643 

2,700 

2,500 

2.700 

2,500 

Asia  (beet  and  cane): 

6 

4 

6 

7 

Burma . — _ _ 

27 

10 

17 

25 

26 

25 

China,  including  Manchuria  ’ _ 

87 

77 

72 

96 

86 

132 

India  _ 

1,303 

1.  319 

1,900 

1,700 

1,320 

1,  690 

Indochina _ 

77 

11 

7 

4 

3 

3 

Indonesia _ _ _ 

1,  207 

102 

472 

637 

683 

sou 

Iran  (beet) _ _ _ 

23 

41 

85 

87 

87 

75 

Japan  (beet) . . 

46 

11 

31 

38 

48 

40 

Pakistan . . . . . . 

33 

34 

83 

95 

91 

100 

Philippines,  Republic  of _ 

1,058 

382 

1,076 

1, 134 

1,435 

1,  405 

Rvukyu  Islands.. . . . 

32 

0 

1 

4 

Syria  (beet) _ _ 

0 

0 

2 

7 

9 

9 

Taiwan  (Formosa) _ _ _ 

1,240 

346 

697 

983 

796 

755 

Thailand _ _ 

21 

28 

37 

40 

40 

42 

Turkey  (beet) _ 1 _ 

76 

131 

228 

200 

213 

218 

Total  Asia  (excluding  U.  S.  S.  R.) _ 

6,230 

2,492 

4,  613 

5,054 

4,843 

5,301 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p  13. 
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Table  B. — Centrifugal  sugar  {raw  value):  Production  in  specified  countries, 
averages  1935-39,  1945-49  annual  1951-54^'^ — Continued 


[1,000  short  tons] 


Continent  and  country 

Averages 

1951 

1952 

19.53 

1954  • 

19.15-39 

1945-49 

South  America  (cane); 

Argentina _ _ 

510 

0.54 

760 

654 

829 

908 

Bolivia . — - . - . 

1 

2 

3 

7 

6 

7 

Brazil . - _ _ _ _ 

830 

1,  420 

1,  857 

2,  151 

■2,  328 

2,  500 

British  Guiana . . 

210 

198 

272 

269 

208 

270 

Colombia _ _ _ 

51 

135 

178 

218 

240 

270 

Ecuador,.- . 

24 

44 

.53 

64 

59 

58 

Paraguay . . . — . 

i) 

16 

33 

25 

16 

19 

Peru...  _ _ _ 

444 

485 

528 

175 

087 

69U 

Surinam  _ _ 

15 

5 

7 

8 

8 

6 

Uruguay  ’ _ _ _ 

2 

3 

11 

19 

25 

32 

Venezuela _ _ _ 

22 

41 

70 

80 

110 

UO 

Total.  South  America _ 

2, 115 

3,003 

3,  772 

4,  170 

4,  576 

4,  896 

Africa  (cane): 

Angola _ _ 

37 

5U 

54 

50 

57 

50' 

Belgian  Congo _ _ _ 

14 

17 

17 

18 

19 

19 

British  East  .Africa . . . 

(53 

88 

88 

92 

81 

91 

Egypt - - - - 

10(5 

211 

208 

■247 

295 

330 

Madagascar  .  _ _ _ 

16 

14 

17 

IS 

20 

15 

Madeira  and  Azore  Islands  . . 

9 

9 

11 

11 

11 

11 

Mauritius _ 

320 

351 

535 

517 

.566 

551 

Mozambique _ _ 

81 

80 

92 

99 

101 

99 

Reunion . . . . . . 

91 

81 

142 

174 

189 

200 

Union  of  South  Africa _ 

498 

542 

.533 

070 

725 

828 

Total.  A.'rica _ 

1.  295 

1,449 

1,697 

1,  902 

2, 064 

2, 194 

Oceania  (cane): 

Austr.alia _ 

894 

830 

809 

1,  (127 

1.  364 

1,425 

Fiji..  ....  _ 

150 

131 

140 

183 

192 

180 

Pacific  Islands . . . . 

69 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Oceania _ 

1. 113 

901 

955 

1,  210 

1,  ,5.56 

1,605 

World  total  (cane) _ _ _ 

16,  755 

18, 043 

24,  008 

23,  358 

23,  888 

24,  687 

World  total  (beet) _ 

11.  773 

9,382 

14.  342 

13,  098 

16,  340 

15,  634 

World  total  (beet  and  cane) . . 

28,  ,528 

27,  425 

38,  350 

36,  456 

40.  -234 

40,  :321 

'  Centrifugal  sugar,  as  distinguished  from  nonoentrifugal,  includes  cane  and  beet  sugar  produced  by  the 
centrifugal  i)rocess,  which  is  the  princi[)al  kind  moving  in  international  trade. 

*  Y ears  shown  are  for  crop  years;  generally  the  harvesting  season  begins  in  the  fall  months  of  the  year  shown 
or  in  the  early  months  of  the  following  year,  except  in  certain  cane-sugar-producing  countries  In  the  Southern 
Hemisphere,  such  as  Australia,  Argentina,  Maritius,  Union  of  South  Africa,  etc.,  where  the  season  begins 
in  May  or  June  of  the  year  shown. 

’  Preliminary. 

*  Restricted  crop. 

®  Includes  a  small  amount  of  cane  sugar. 

*  Including  sugar  from  Danish  beets  processed  in  Sweden. 

'  Includes  both  cane  and  beet  sugar. 

Source:  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  Prepared  or  estimated  on  the  basis  of  oificial  statistics  of  foreign 
governments,  reports  of  agricultural  attachfis  and  other  United  States  representatives  abroad,  results  of 
office  research  and  other  information.  Estimates  of  countries  having  boundary  changes  have  been  adjusted 
to  postwar  boundaries. 


The  remarkable  increase  in  production  long  ago  removed  sugar  from 
the  category  of  luxury  food  items  and  made  it  one  of  the  cheapest  of 
all  foods  on  a  caloric  basis.  Postwar  increases  in  production  have 
brought  the  world  market  price  down  to  the  present  low  level  of  about 
3.25  cents  per  pound. 

Production  has  been  stimulated  by  special  incentives  in  the  way  of 
subsidies,  tariffs,  and  other  programs  designed  to  make  most  of  the 
countries  of  the  world  partially  or  wholly  self-sufficient  with  respect 
to  sugar  production.  In  those  tropical  areas  where  sugar  is  produced 
in  large  quantities  for  export,  the  absence  of  other  opportunities  for 
utilizing  labor  has  tended  to  promote  ever-increasing  production 
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tliTOiigh  low  wages.  Because  of  these  situations,  falling  prices  have 
not  had  the  familiar  effect  of  curtailing  production.  In  a  similar 
way,  consumption  has  not  tended  to  rise  significantly  in  response  to 
price  declines  hecause  of  high  retail  prices  for  sugar  in  many  countries 
resulting  from  consumption  ta.xes  and  other  devices  which  insulate 
the  retail  price  of  sugar  in  those  countries  from  the  free  world  market 
price. 

In  most  of  the  countries  of  the  world,  the  price  of  sugar  to  consumers 
is  from  2  to  17  cents  above  the  world  market  level. 

The  International  Sugar  Agreement  negotiated  in  London  during 
1954  has  as  one  of  its  objectives  the  promotion  of  sugar  consumption 
through  the  removal  of  excessive  taxation  and  other  consumption 
retarding  devices  and  the  discouragement  of  undue  protectionism. 
The  long-term  effect  of  the  agreement  in  this  respect  may  be  very 
helpful  and  in  the  meantime  world  consumption  has  been  rising  at  a 
quite  remarkable  rate  in  response  to  population  growth  and  improving 
economic  conditions. 

The  International  Sugar  Agreement  is  also  designed  to  gear  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  destined  for  sale  in  the  world  market  to  demand  in  that 
market.  Nevertheless,  the  outlook  is  the  same  as  it  has  b(  en  in  the 
past:  chronic  production  in  excess  of  demand  during  nonemergency 
periods  alternating  with  unsatisliable  demand  during  emergency  or 
wartime  perioils. 

Prior  to  the  war,  our  domestic  production  fluctuated  considerably 
and  averaged  about  4  million  tons,  the  level  it  had  attained  in  1933. 
During  the  war,  and  particularly  in  the  latter  stages,  our  national 
policy  was  to  encourage  other  crops  to  a  greater  extent  than  sugar 
beets.  Because  of  this  situation  coupled  with  labor  and  supply  short¬ 
ages  resulting  from  the  war,  as  well  as  direct  war  activities,  production 
declined  in  each  of  the  domestic  areas,  except  the  mainland  cane  area 
and  averaged  about  3.5  million  tons.  Under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
production  has  risen  in  each  of  the  domestic  areas  and  for  the  period 
has  averaged  about  4.5  million  tons.  Last  year  it  totaled  4.9  million 
tons. 

HISTORICAL  DEVELOPMENTS 

The  first  tariff  on  sugar  was  imposed  in  1789  to  provide  revenue 
for  this  country  in  the  early  years  of  its  independence.  During  the 
major  part  of  the  19th  century,  when  import  duties  and  domestic 
excise  taxes  were  the  chief  source  of  Government  receipts,  the  sugar 
tariff  yielded  close  to  20  percent  of  our  import  duties. 

The  revenue  tariff,  incidentally,  provided  protection  to  the  sugar 
industry  in  Louisiana  after  that  area  became  a  United  States  Territory 
in  1803.  Hawaii  also  received  the  benefit  of  tariff  protection  under 
the  Reciprocal  Treaty  of  1876  negotiated  with  the  then  Kingdom  of 
Hawaii.  Following  a  short  experiment  during  the  years  between  1890 
and  1894,  with  sugar  on  the  free  list  and  with  a  2-cent-per-pound 
bounty  on  domestically  produced  sugar,  the  tariff  was  reenacted 
stri  tly  as  a  protective  device  for  the  domestic  industry'. 

After  the  Spanish-American  War,  our  new  possessions,  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Philippines,  received  the  benefit  of  tariff  protection  and 
a  preferred  tariff  status  was  granted  to  Cuba.  Production  expanded 
rapidly  in  all  three  areas  and  also  in  the  mainland  sugar-beet  area 
which  had  developed  in  the  latter  part  of  the  19th  century,  but  which 
expanded  rapidly  in  the  early  years  of  the  present  century. 
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During  the  protective  tariff  period,  our  sugar  industry  experienced 
alternating  periods  of  prosperity  and  depression.  But  by  1933  it 
had  become  clear  that  the  tariff  system  alone  would  no  longer  ade¬ 
quately  protect  the  domestic  industry  and  yet  it  had  forced  Cuba, 
our  principal  foreign  supplier,  to  the  brink  of  economic  and  political 
disaster.  Sugar  prices  in  Cuba  that  year  declined  to  a  small  fraction 
of  the  2-cent-per-pound  tariff’.  Cuba  was  no  longer  a  major  market 
for  American  goods  and  mainland  sugar  producers  could  not  get 
“fair  exchange  value’’  for  their  sugar  crops. 

Under  the  present  quota  system,  the  tariff  is  a  supplementary 
means  of  protection  and  has  been  reduced  progressively  from  a  rate 
of  2  cents  per  pound  of  Cuban  sugar  in  1934  to  the  present  rate  of 
0.5  cent  per  pound. 

Congress  in  1934  enacted  the  Jones-Costigan  Act,  which  restricted 
the  supply  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  market  to  a  total  quantity 
.  determined  each  j^ear  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Market 
j  shares  for  the  mainland  beet  and  cane  areas  were  established  in  the 
act  largely  on  the  basis  of  production  during  the  2  preceding  3'ears. 
The  Secretary  was  given  discretionary  power  to  determine  which 
3  3^ears  during  the  9-year  period,  1925-33,  would  serve  “as  the  most 
representative’’  .years  to  form  the  basis  for  the  quotas  of  each  of  the 
offshore  areas.  For  most  of  the  areas  he  chose  the  period  1931-33, 
and  for  Hawaii  the  period  1930-32.  The  act  also  provided  for  an 
excise  tax  on  sugar  and  for  benefit  payments  to  domestic  growers  as 
well  as  for  control  of  domestic  production  and  imports. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  established  each  area’s  share  of  the  market  on 
the  basis  of  percentages  which  were  about  the  same  as  those  developed 
through  experience  under  the  1934  act.  As  a  group,  the  domestic 
areas  received  55.59  percent  of  total  domestic  requirements  and  were 
guaranteed  a  minimum  quota  of  3,750,000  tons.  Cuba’s  percentage 
was  28.60;  the  “full  duty’’  countries,  0.40;  and  the  Ftcpublic  of  the 
Philippines,  15.41,  with  a  guaranteed  minimum  quota  for  the  latter 
country  of  952,000  tons  of  sugar,  tel  quel. 

The.  act  provided  for  an  excise  tax  at  the  rate  of  one-half  cent  per 
pound  of  sugar  and  also  provided  for  paj'ments  to  domestic  growers 
on  the  conditions  that  marketings  were  keep  within  quota  limits, 
^  that  they  paid  fair  wages  and  employed  no  child  labor,  and  that  those 
'  who  were  also  processors  paid  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets. 

After  suspension  of  quotas  during  the  war  years,  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  was  enacted  with  a  number  of  changes  designed  to  meet  the 
problems  of  the  postwar  transitional  period.  This  committee  empha¬ 
sized  in  its  report  at  that  time  that  the  act  was  to  be  regarded  in  that 
light  and  not  as  the  establishment  of  long-term  national  sugar  policy. 

The  domestic  areas  were  given  fixed  tonnage  quotas  which  were 
roughly  equivalent  to  the  percentage  shares  they  had  received  under 
the  1937  act.  The  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  whose  sugar  industry 
had  been  demolished  during  the  war,  received  the  fixed  tonnage  quota 
specified  in  the  Philippines  Trade  Act  of  1946,  952,000  tons  of  sugar, 
tel  quel.  Cuba  and  the  “full  duty”  countries  became  the  residual 
suppliers,  with  Cuba  receiving  98.64  percent  of  such  needed  supplies. 
Cuba  also  was  to  supply  95  percent  of  the  deficits  in  the  Philippines 
quota  which,  it  was  known,  would  be  large  during  the  years  when  that 
country  was  rebuilding  its  sugar  industry.  The  “full  duty”  countries 
which  formerly  received  all  of  the  Philippines  deficits  retained  5 
percent. 
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The  Sugar  Act  was  amended  and  extended  in  1951,  effective  as  of 
January  1,  1953.  The  major  features  of  the  1948  act  were  retained 
unchanged,  except  that  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  was  inci’eased  by 
170,000  tons,  that  for  the  Virgin  Islands  by  6,000  tons,  and  Cuba’s 
share  of  the  residual  quota  was  reduced  to  96  percent,  while  the 
share  of  the  full  duty  countries  was  raised  to  4  percent. 

Because  of  the  special  consideration  given  to  Cuba  under  the  1948 
act  and  the  healthy  demand  in  the  world  market,  Cuba,  contrary  to 
expectations,  was  not  required  to  cut  its  production  during  the  early 
postwar  years.  As  a  result  of  the  nourishing  demand  for  sugar  during 
the  period  of  the  Korean  hostilities,  Cuba  actually  was  enabled  to 
increase  production  steadily  until  1952,  when  the  record  crop  of 
8  million  tons  was  harvested.  That  crop,  however,  supplied  all 
world  needs  and  left  a  surplus  of  approximately  2  million  tons,  which 
has  overhung  the  market  since  that  time.  Beginning  with  the  next 
crop,  Cuba  curtailed  production  and  has  continued  to  do  so  during 
each  succeeding  year. 

Cuba  has  supplied  to  this  market  an  average  of  2.1  million  tons 
under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  2.9  million  tons  during  the  war  years, 
3.0  million  tons  during  the  5  years  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  ancl 
2.7  million  tons  during  the  2  completed  years  under  the  present 
extension. 

When  the  act  was  last  extended  in  1951,  Puerto  Rico  was  the  only 
domestic  area  which  had  experienced  a  surplus  crop  and  the  quota  for 
that  area  was  increased  by  170,000  tons  to  alleviate  the  problem. 
When  the  extension  became  effective  in  1953,  it  already  had  become 
apparent,  however,  that  production  was  rising  rapidly  to  quota  levels 
in  all  of  the  domestic  areas.  Farm  production,  in  general,  was  mov¬ 
ing  toward  a  surplus  situation  in  1952  and,  as  a  result,  sugar  beets 
have  become  increasingly  favorable  in  relation  to  alternative  crops. 

Production  research  has  made  available  new  varieties  of  both  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane  plus  improved  fertilization  practices  which  have 
tended  to  increase  yields  substantially  in  the  last  few  years.  This 
tendency  has  been  particularly  strong  in  the  mainland  cane  area. 

Marketing  allotments  and  acreage  controls  have  been  in  effect  in 
Puerto  Rico  continuously  under  the  present  extension  of  the  act. 
Marketing  allotments  wei'e  imposed  in  the  mainland  cane  area  in 
1953  and  in  the  maiidand  beet  area  in  1954.  Acreage  allotments  have 
been  in  effect  in  the  mainland  cane  area  since  1954  and  in  the  belt 
area  beginning  with  the.  present  crop. 

Current  sugar  inventories  in  both  mainland  areas  are  about  200,000 
tons  above  average.  In  tlie  maiidand  cane  area  inventories  amount 
to  400,000  tons,  or  110  percent  above  average,  and  in  the  mainland 
beet  area  1,600,000  tons,  or  15  percent  above  average. 

SUGAR  PRICES 

A  hundred  years  ago,  sugar  was  very  expensive  and  quite  rare. 
After  the  Civil  War,  for  instance,  raw  sugar  wholesaled  for  more  than 
20  cents  per  pound  and  at  one  time  in  our  history  the  tariff  alone  on 
loaf  sugar  was  12  cents  per  fiound.  As  the  price  of  sugar  declined, 
consumption  rose  until  the  middle  1920’s,  after  which  time  price 
appeared  to  have  little  effect  upon  the  rate  of  sugar  consumption  in  this 
country.  The  price  of  sugar  in  relation  to  other  foods  and  per  capita 
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distribution  of  sugar  are  shown  in  the  following  table  for  the  period 
since  1860; 


Table  C. —  Wholesale  sugar  prices,  index  numbers  of  wholesale  prices  of  all  foods 
and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relalion  to  prices  of  all  foods,  annually  IS60  lo  1054 
and  monthly  January  to  May  1955 


linden  numbers  ol  pei  on  pita  disposable  income  and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relation  to  per  capita  disposable 
income  annually,  1910  54.  and  1st  quarter  of  19551 


Year 

(1) 

Sugar  price, 
net  cash. 
New  York 

(2) 

Index  numbers 
(1935-39=100) 

Sugar  prices  in 
relation  to— 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(wholesale) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 

(4) 

Prices  of 
all  foods 

(6) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 

(6) 

Cts.  per  lb. 

Cts.  per  lb. 

Cts.  per  lb. 

I860 . . 

9. 78 

78 

12.  54 

1861  . . . . . — 

8.  75 

73 

11.  99 

1802  . - . 

11. 16 

87 

12.  83 

1863  . 

14.28 

100 

14.  28 

1864 . 

22.  56 

154 

14.  65 

1SG5  . . . . i _ 

21.56 

147 

14.  67 

1866  . 

16. 68 

141 

11.97 

1867 . 

15. 78 

136 

11.60 

1868 . 

16.32 

139 

11. 74 

1869  . 

16.19 

126 

12. 85 

1870  . 

13. 53 

113 

11.97 

1871 . 

13.28 

106 

12.53 

1872  . 

12.37 

99 

12.  49 

1873 . 

11.34 

100 

11. 34 

1874 . 

10.56 

103 

10.25 

1875  . 

10.72 

98 

10.94 

1876  . . 

10. 47 

92 

11.38 

1877  .  . 

11.31 

94 

12. 03 

1878  . 

9.48 

76 

12.47 

1879 . 1 . 

8.  78 

73 

12.03 

1880  . 

9.60 

78 

12.31 

1881  . 

9.67 

86 

11.24 

1882  . 

9.23 

93 

9.92 

1883  . 

8.  51 

84 

10.  13 

1884  . 

6.  78 

76 

8.92 

1885  . 

6.  44 

69 

33 

1886  . 

6.12 

64 

9.56 

1887  . 

6.01 

70 

6.  ,59 

1888  . 

7.01 

70 

10.01 

1889  . 

7.  64 

64 

11.94 

1890  . 

6. 17 

70 

8.81 

1891  *  _  . 

4.64 

69 

6.  72 

1892  ..  .  . 

4.  35 

64 

6.80 

1893  . 

4.84 

69 

7.  01 

1894  .  . 

4. 12 

61 

6.  7o 

1895  . 

4.  15 

60 

6.92 

1896  . . 

4.  53 

55 

8.  24 

1897 . 

4.  50 

58 

7.  76 

1898  . . 

4.  96 

60 

8.  27 

1899  . 

4.  92 

60 

8.20 

1900  _  . 

5.  32 

64 

8.31 

1901  . 

5. 05 

64 

7.  89 

1902  . 

4.  46 

68 

6.  56 

1903  . 

4.  64 

60 

7.  03 

1904  . 

69 

6.  91 

1905  . 

5.  26 

69 

7.  62 

1906  . 

4.  52 

68 

6.  65 

1907  . . 

4.  65 

72 

6.  46 

1908  . 

4.96 

74 

6.  70 

1909  . 

4.76 

79 

6. 03 

1910 . - . - . 

4.97 

82 

63 

6. 06 

7.  89 

1911.- . - . 

5.  34 

78 

63 

6.  85 

8  48 

1912 . - . —  - 

5.  04 

85 

67 

5.93 

7.52 

1913 . . . — - . - 

4.28 

82 

69 

6.  22 

6.  20 

1914 . - . . . . 

4.68 

82 

68 

5.71 

6.  88 

1915 . — . — . 

6.  56 

82 

71 

6.78 

7.  83 

1916 . — . - . 

6. 86 

95 

82 

7.22 

8.37 

1917 . - . - . 

7.66 

132 

98 

5. 80 

7.  82 

1918 . 

7.83 

151 

108 

6.19 

7.25 

1919 . . . - . 

9.00 

164 

122 

6.  49 

7. 38 

1920 . . 

15.55 

174 

126 

8.  94 

12.34 

1921 . - . 

6. 19 

114 

99 

5.43 

6.26 

1922 . - . - . . 

5.93 

111 

104 

6.34 

6.70 

1923 . . . 

8.41 

117 

119 

7.19 

7.07 

H.  Rept.  1348,  84-1 - 3 
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Table  C. —  Wholesale  sugar  prices,  index  numbers  of  wholesale  prices  of  all  foods 
and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relation  to  prices  of  all  foods  annually  1860  to  1954 
and  monthly  January  to  May  1955 — Continued 


Year 

Sugar  price, 
net  cash. 
New  York 

Index  numbers 
(1935-39-100) 

Sugar  prices  in 
relation  to— 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(wholesale) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
-  income 

(4) 

Prices  of 
all  foods 

Per  capita 
disposable 
income 

(6) 

(1) 

(2) 

(5) 

Ct«.  per  lb. 

CY*.  per  lb. 

CIS.  per  lb. 

1124 . 

7. 31 

115 

118 

6.  36 

0.19 

1925 . - . - . . 

5.  45 

126 

123 

4.33 

4.43 

1  I2fi . 

6.  46 

126 

126 

4.33 

4.33 

1927 . 

5.  79 

122 

124 

4.75 

4.  67 

1928 . . . . . 

5.  52 

128 

126 

4.  31 

4.  38 

1930. . . . . . . . 

4.62 

114 

117 

4.  05 

3.  9.1 

1931 . . . . 

4.  43 

95 

99 

4.  66 

4.  47 

1932 . 

3.99 

77 

75 

5. 18 

5.  32 

19,33 . . . 

4.32 

77 

70 

5.61 

6.17 

um . 

4.  44 

89 

80 

4.99 

5.  55 

1935 . 

4.85 

106 

89 

4.  58 

5.  45 

19,36 . . 

4.69 

104 

101 

4.51 

4.  64 

1937 . . . . 

4.  73 

108 

107 

4.38 

4.  42 

1938 . . . 

4.  48 

93 

98 

4.  82 

4:  ,57 

1 Q39 . 

4.  .58 

89 

105 

5. 15 

4.  36 

1940 . . . 

4.33 

90 

112 

4.  81 

3.  87 

1941 . . 

4.92 

105 

136 

4.69 

3.  62 

1942 . . . . . 

5.45 

126 

170 

4.33 

3.21 

1943 . . . 

5.49 

135 

190 

4.  07 

2.  89 

1044 . 

5.  46 

133 

206 

4.11 

2.6-5 

1945 . 

5.39 

134 

209 

4.02 

2.  .58 

1946 . 

6.34 

165 

219 

3.  84 

2. 89 

1947... . . . . . 

8.12 

206 

228 

3.  94 

3.  .56 

1948 . 

7.60 

222 

249 

3.  42 

3.05- 

1949 . . . 

7.81 

202 

245 

3.  87 

3.19 

1950 . . . 

7.84 

207 

264 

3.79 

2.97 

1951 . . . 

8.21 

232 

285 

3.54 

2.88 

1952 . . . . . 

8.  45 

229 

294 

3.69 

2. 87 

1953 . . . 

8.55 

219 

305 

3.90 

2.80 

1954 . 

8.55 

218 

304 

3.92 

2.81 

.Tanimry 

8.  48 

214 

3.96 

February . . . . 

8. 45 

215 

3. 93 

March _ _ _ ........ 

8. 38 

212 

3. 95 

January-March  average _ 

8.44 

214 

'307 

3.94 

2.75 

April _ _ _ 

8.38 

215 

3.  90 

8. 38 

213 

3. 93 

Jjin’pi 

8. 38 

8. 38 

<  Preliminary,  at  annual  rate. 

Sources: 

Column  2: 

1860-99;  Palmers  Sugar  Manual  Concerning  Sugar. 

1900-65:  Lambom  Sugar  Market  Report. 

Column  3: 

1860-1909:  Whole  Prices  for  213  Years,  Warren  and  Pearson. 

1910-55:  Index  numbers  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  converted  to  1935-39<«100. 
Column  4: 

1910-28:  Estimates  by  BAE. 

1929-51:  Computed  by  BAE  from  data  of  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce. 

Column  5:  Column  (2)  divided  by  column  (3). 

Column  6:  Column  (2)  divided  by  column  (4). 
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In  relation  to  the  price  of  other  foods,  the  price  of  sugar  in  the 
I  United  States  as  in  other  countries  of  the  world  has  declined  greatly 
I  durijig  the  past  century  and  still  continues  to  do  so.  Since  1940,  for 
instance,  the  wholesale  price  of  all  foods  has  increased  much  more 
than  the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar.  Last  year,  the  wholesale 
price  of  all  foods  was  141  percent  higher  than  in  1940,  whereas  the 
wholesale  price  of  sugar  was  only  97  percent  higher  than  in  1940. 

Because  of  protective  devices  such  as  tariffs,  exchange  restrictions, 
and  production  subsidies  which  are  applied  to  sugar  in  almost  every 
major  sugar-consuming  country  of  the  world,  relatively  little  sugai^is 
sold  in  markets  where  it  does  not  enjoy  preferential  treatment.  As  a 
result  of  this  market  narrowness,  the  world  market  price  of  sugar 
fluctuates  widely  and  is  very  sensitive  to  relatively  minor  shortages 
or  surpluses  in  world  production.  — ■ — i 

The  sugar  acts  have  eliminated  the  extremes  of  very  high  and  very  I 
l(M_4iric^  in  the 'United  States  market.  They  have  protected  do-  | 
A  mestm  grQwrs  during  long  periods  of  price  depression  ih  the  world 
V  m^rlc^  and  likewise  hav^  protected  consumers,  during  shortei^  but 
sharer  periods  pi. pxice  inflation,  in  that  market.  Price  stability  Has 
helped  assure  adequate  supplies  to  consumers  and  a  market  for  a 
definite  quantity  of  production  to  producers. 

The  following  table  shows,  monthly,  beginning  in  1947,  the  worlds 
market  price  for  raw  sugar,  the  price  of  raw  and  refined  sugar  in  this 
country,  and  the  price  that  would  be  in  line  with  the  price  formula  of 
section  201  of  the  Sugar  Act.  It  is  interesting  to  note  the  stability 
of  domestic  prices  in  relation  to  the  world  market  and  also  the  fact 
that  domestic  sugar  prices  have  remained  well  below  the  formula 
price  mentioned  in  the  act. 
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Table  D. — Sxtgar  prices:  Raw  and  refined,  monthly,  January  1947  to  dale 


[Cents  per  pound] 


Raw  sugar 

Refined  sugar 
(wholesale,  New  York) 

Vear  and  month 

New  York, 
duty  paid 

World, 
free  along¬ 
side  ship 
Cuba 

Actual 

Adjusted  > 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

>6.03 

1  6.03 

8.09 

8.03 

‘6.12 

>5.03 

8.20 

8.02 

•6.12 

>5.03 

8.20 

8.  IS 

‘6.18 

>6.03 

8.25 

8. 18 

‘  6. 18 

‘  6. 03 

8.25 

8. 17 

‘  6. 18 

>6.03 

8.25 

8.  23 

July . 

‘6.18 

>  5.03 

8.  25 

8.30 

‘6.30 

>  6.03 

8.  38 

8. 39 

‘  6.32 

>  5.03 

8.40 

8.  59 

‘  6.  32 

>  6.03 

8.  40 

8. 59 

‘6.32 

>5.03 

8.  40 

8.  64 

‘6.32 

>6.03 

8.  40 

8.75 

‘  6.  21 

*5.03 

8.29 

8.34 

6.65 

3.96 

8.  21 

8.85 

6.60 

4.  24 

7. 82 

8. 78 

5.  42 

4.26 

7. 75 

8.  75 

6.  35 

4.  43 

7.75 

8. 87 

MilV . 

6.  14 

4.  27 

7.60 

8. 94 

5.  35 

4.  06 

7.51 

9. 01 

Jiilv . 

5.69 

4. 10 

7. 75 

9. 11 

5.78 

4.  41 

7.  75 

9. 15 

5.  66 

4.39 

7.75 

9. 15 

5.65 

4.  32 

7.  75 

9. 11 

6.68 

4.  27 

7.  75 

9.04 

5.66 

4.03 

7.  75 

9.00 

6.54 

4.23 

7.  76 

8.98 

1949 — January _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.  69 

4.00 

7.99 

8. 9T 

6.  65 

3.  95 

8.00 

8. 87 

6.  68 

4. 17 

7.96 

8. 90* 

5.63 

4.  09 

8.  10 

8. 92 

5.  78 

4.  04 

8.02 

8. 89 

5.  86 

4.  08 

7.  87 

8. 91 

July . 

5.83 

4.  13 

7. 85 

8. 86 

5.88 

4.  20 

7.  85 

8.87 

6.  01 

4.  19 

7.90 

8. 92 

6.  02 

4.  33 

8. 05 

8. 87 

5.  91 

4.  33 

8. 05 

8. 87 

5.  74 

4.  39 

8.05 

8.82 

5.  81 

4.  16 

7.  97 

8.89 

5.  74 

4.  62 

8.  05 

8. 79 

5.  59 

4.  47 

7.  92 

8.  77 

5.  54 

4.  44 

7.  74 

S.SO 

5.  53 

4.  37 

7.  70 

8. 86 

May . . . . 

5.  71 

4.21 

7.  70 

8. 85 

5.  78 

4,  21 

7.  70 

8. 89 

July  . 

6.  07 

4.89 

7. 97 

8.99 

6.25 

6. 83 

8.  22 

9.06 

6.  25 

6. 88 

8.  25 

9. 12 

6.23 

5. 84 

8.  25 

9. 17 

6.  19 

6.  58 

8.  25 

9.  21 

6.30 

5.36 

8.  25 

9.34 

5.93 

4.9S 

8.00 

8.98 

6.  09 

6.  22 

9.  49 

Fehruary . . . . . . . 

5.96 

4.  96 

8.  2.5 

9.60 

5.90 

6.  48 

8.  25 

9.  63 

Api  il.. . . . . . . 

5.81 

6.  57 

8.  25 

9.64 

May _ _ _ _ 

6.  36 

6.  62 

8.  40 

9.  69 

June _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.  59 

7.  41 

8.60 

9.68 

July . . . . . 

6.  30 

6.  75 

8.  74 

9.  69 

Auuust...  . . . . . 

6.00 

5.  61 

8.  52 

9.69 

Septeinlier . . . . . . 

6.00 

5.  52 

8.  50 

9.  75 

October . . 

5.93 

5.  28 

8.25 

9.79. 

See  [ootnoles  ai  end  nl  t,abk,  p  21 
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Table  D. — Sugar  -prices:  Raw  and  refined,  monthly,  January  1947  to  date — Con. 

[Cents  per  pound] 


Year  and  month 

(1) 

Raw  sugar 

Refined  sugar 
(wholesale.  New  York) 

New  York, 
duty  paid 

(2) 

World, 
free  along¬ 
side  ship 
Cuba 

(3) 

Actual 

(4) 

Adjusted  * 

(5) 

1951— November . . . . . . . 

5.97 

4. 83 

8.25 

9.  85 

Docemher _ 

5.  79 

4.84 

8.25 

9.88 

Average _ 

6.06 

5.67 

8.  38 

9.70 

1959— January _ 

5.80 

4.54 

8.  21 

9.88 

Februairy . . . . . . . 

6.77 

4.38 

8. 15 

9.82 

March _ 

6.16 

4.30 

8.  38 

9.  82 

Apr  il _ 

6.31 

4.  30 

8.  65 

9.  86 

May _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.  21 

4. '24 

8.  65 

9.  87 

June _ _ _ 

6.  43 

4. 17 

8.69 

9.  90 

July  . . . . 

6.48 

4. 16 

8.80 

9.97 

August _ _ _ 

6.43 

4.  05 

8.  SO 

9.98 

September _ _ _ 

6.  .50 

4.  00 

8.  80 

9.  97 

Octolier _ 

6,  .59 

4.  01 

8.80 

9.  97 

November _ _ _ 

6.  44 

4.00 

8.80 

9.98 

December _ 

6.  06 

3.84 

8.  71 

9.97 

Average - - - 

6.  26 

4.17 

8.  62 

9.91 

1953— January. - - 

6.04 

3.  55 

8.  .58 

9.95 

February _ _ _ 

6.  16 

3.  62 

8.50 

9.90 

March _ _ _ _ 

6.  33 

3.  27 

8.  65 

9.92 

April _ _ _ _ _ 

6.  38 

3.38 

8.  75 

9.93 

May... . . . . . 

6.  35 

3.  65 

8.75 

9.  96 

June  - - - 

6.  37 

3.  62 

8.75 

10.00 

July . . . . . . . 

6.41 

3.60 

8.79 

10.  02 

August _ _ 

6.  40 

3.53 

8.  .S5 

10.  04 

Repfemhor _ _ 

6.41 

3.29 

8. 85 

10.06 

October _ _ _ _ 

6.  40 

3.  15 

8.85 

10.08 

November _ 

6.  15 

3.  10 

8.  69 

10. 04 

December _ 

6. 05 

3.  27 

8.  65 

10.04 

A  verage _ 

6.  29 

3.41 

8.72 

10.00 

1954— January _ _ _ 

6.  04 

3.  30 

8.  6.5 

10.  06 

February _ 

6.06 

3.  39 

8.  65 

10.04 

March _ 

6. 18 

3.28 

8.  73 

10.03 

April _ _ _ 

6.  19 

3.  36 

8.  ,80 

10.  01 

May _ 

6.  10 

3.  32 

8.  80 

10. 04 

June . . . . . . . . 

6. 15 

3.27 

8.80 

10.  05 

July... - - 

6.  19 

3. 13 

8.80 

10.06 

August _ _ _ 

6.  09 

3.  18 

8.80 

10.04 

September... _ _ _ _ _ 

6.98 

3.  21 

8.70 

10. 02 

October.  _ _ _ 

6.96 

3.  25 

8.  65 

10.  00 

November _ _ _ 

6.  15 

3.26 

8.  65 

10.01 

December _ _ _ _ 

6.96 

3. 19 

8.  65 

9.98 

Average _ _ 

6.09 

3.26 

8.  72 

10.  03 

1955— January _  . 

5.  96 

3. 17 

8.  65 

9.98 

February.. _ _ _ 

5.94 

3. 17 

8.  62 

9.98 

March _ _ _ _ _ 

6. 84 

3.  22 

8.  55 

9.98 

April _ 

5.82 

3.31 

8.55 

9.  97 

5.  95 

3. 38 

8.  55 

6.02 

3.  26 

8.  55 

■  Average  delivered  price  charged  United  States  refiners  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
s  Prices  paid  to  Cuba  by  CCC  iilus  CCC’s  o.vi)enses  of  aiiproximately  1  percent. 

‘  Adjusted  for  changes  in  Consumer's  Price  Inde.x  (Sugar  Act  Formula). 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

Definitions 

The  amendments  contained  in  sections  1  through  4  of  tlie  bill  revise 
some  of  the  definitions  contained  in  title  I  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended.  In  general,  these  amendments  are  for  the  purpose  of 
clarifying  definitions  in  a  manner  such  that  their  literal  wording  will 
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be  in  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the  act,  and  to  provide  more  specific 
instructions  for  administering  those  provisions  of  the  act  dependent 
upon  definitions. 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  the  bill  amend  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)  of  section  101  of  the  act.  Subsection  (d)  defines  raw  sugar  and 
subsection  (e)  defines  direct-consumption  sugar.  The  amendments 
clarify  the  present  definitions  with  respect  to  the  classification  for 
quota  purposes  of  liquid  sugar  from  domestic  areas  as  either  raw  or 
(lirect-consumption  sugar.  (The  wording  of  the  present  definitions 
is  such  that  liquid  sugar  cannot  technically  be  classified  as  either 
raw  or  direct-consumption  sugar.  Consequently,  a  literal  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  present  definitions  would  permit  liquid  sugar  of  refined 
quality  from  domestic  off-shoi’e  areas  to  enter  under  the  overall 
quotas  without  regard  to  the  direct-consumption  limitations.)  The 
amendments  to  subsections  (d)  and  (o)  provide  that  liquid  sugar 
from  domestic  areas  would  be  classified  as  either  raw  or  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  in  accordance  witli  the  same  principle  that  is  applied 
to  the  quota  classification  of  ciystalline  sugar.  The  amendments 
specifically  exclude  from  such  classification  liquid  sugar  from  foreign 
countries  inasinuch  as  liquid  sugar  entries  from  such  areas  are 
limited  by  fixed  quotas. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  amends  subsection  (i)  of  section  101  of  the  act  by 
striking  out  the  parenthetical  word  "(Clerget)”.  The  word  “Clerget” 
refers  to  an  analytical  method  and  its  deletion  does  not  affect  the 
meaning  of  the  term  “total  sugar  content”  which  is  defined  in  sub¬ 
section  (i).  Its  deletion  in  the  amendment,  however,  does  relieve 
the  Secretary  of  Agrietdture  of  requiring  the  use  of  a  method  (the 
Clerget  method)  for  determining  sucrose  in  the  measurement  of  total 
sugar  content,  whi(;h  is  not  the  most  accurate  method  for  the  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  its  use  is  prescribed.  The  amendment  permits 
the  Secretary  to  specify  more  accurate  methods  for  such  determina¬ 
tions. 

Section  4  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (n)  to  section  101  of  the 
act.  The  amendment  defines  the  term  “to  be  further  refined  or 
improved  in  quality”,  which  is  contained  in  both  the  raw  and  the 
direct-consumption  sugar  definitions  and  is  a  criterion  for  distinguish¬ 
ing  raw  from  direct-consumption  sugar  for  quota  purposes.  The 
definition  of  the  term  “to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality” 
basically  establishes  the  minimum  processing  to  which  sugar  must 
be  subjected  before  it  can  be  classified  as  raw  sugar.  In  the  event 
that  tlu're  is  any  question  as  to  the  processes  to  which  raw  sugar  is 
to  be  subjected  or  as  to  the  quality  of  the  sugar  being  processed,  the 
amendment  also  provides  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  authority 
to  hold  hearings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes  to  which 
sugar  is  subjected  meet  the  requirements  of  the  standards  established 
by  the  amendment  or  whether  sugar  processed  is  of  raw  or  direct- 
consumption  sugar  quality.  The  amendment  gives  clearer  guidance 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  administering  those  provisions  of 
the  act,  which  require  him  to  classify  sugar  as  raw  or  direct-consump¬ 
tion  for  making  the  proper  quota  charges.  The  amendment  permits 
the  Secretary  to  consider  the  type  and  extent  of  processing  and  the 
quality  of  sugar  in  addition  to  the  use  criterion  contained  in  sub¬ 
sections  (d)  and  (e)  in  distinguishing  raw  sugar  from  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar. 
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Price  objective 

Section  5  merely  amends  the  base  period  for  the  consideration  that 
the  Secretary  is  directed  in  section  201  of  the  act  to  give  to  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar  and  the  general 
cost  of  living  in  the  United  Slates.  The  bill  cbanges  the  base  period 
from  1947  to  the  now  generally  accepted  statistical  base  period  of 
1947-49. 

(juntas 

Section  6  amends  202  (a)  of  the  Sugar  Act,  which  establishes  the 
quotas  for  the  domestic  areas.  The  present  fixed  quotas  for  those 
areas  are  retained  and,  in  addition,  the  domestic  areas  are  assigned  50 
percent  of  all  increases  in  sugar  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000 
short  tons,  raw  value.  The  first  188,000  tons,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  in  1956  are 
apportioned  45.2  percent  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  42.6  percent  to  the 
mainland  cane  area;  10.6  percent  to  Puerto  Rico;  and  1.6  percent  to 
the  Virgin  Islands.  Any  additional  increase  in  1956  is  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  the  fixed  quantities  plus  the  percentage  increases  referred 
to  above.  For  1957  and  subsequent  years,  quotas  for  the  domestic 
areas  are  apportioned  in  the  manner  described  above  to  the  extent  of 
the  quantity  so  apportioned  in  1956  and  any  further  increases  are 
apportioned  in  accord  with  the  final  quotas  established  for  1956. 

Section  7  amends  section  202  (c)  of  the  act  which  relates  to  the 
quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 
The  effect  of  section  6  of  the  bill  with  respect  to  these  quotas,  it  will 
be  recalled,  is  to  reduce  participation  in  consumption  requirements  in 
excess  of  8,350,000  short  tons  from  100  percent  under  the  present  act 
to  50  percent.  In  1956,  there  are  no  changes  in  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  relating  to  the  sharing  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines;  but,  beginning  with  1957,  Cuba 
retains  96  percent  and  other  such  foreign  countries  4  percent  of  the 
quotas  for  such  countries  resulting  from  consumers’  requirements  of 
8,350,000  short  tons,  or  less,  but  Cuba  receives  50  percent  and  the  other 
foreign  countries  also  receive  50  percent  of  the  quotas  for  such  coun¬ 
tries  which  result  from  consumers’  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000 
short  tons;  provided,  liowever,  that  the  quota  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  175,000 
short  tons  in  1957  and  shall  be  increased  by  45,000  short  tons  annually 
thereafter. 

The  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  is  apportioned  in  accord  with  the  present  act  in  1956 
but,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1957,  is  apportioned  by  first 
assigning  to  each  such  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  1,000  short  tons,  a 
proration  equal  to  such  average  importations;  second,  assigning  to 
each  such  country  whose  average  annual  importations  during  those 
years  were  more  than  1,000  but  less  than  3,000  short  tons,  a  pro¬ 
ration  of  2,000  tons  in  addition  to  the  basic  proration  assigned  to  such 
countries  below;  and,  third,  by  assigning  to  each  such  country  whose 
average  annual  importations  during  those  years  were  more  than  1,0C0 
tons  but  less  than  2,000  tons,  a  proration  in  1957  equal  to  its  average 
importations  during  1953  and  1954  plus  30  percent  thereof  and  for 
each  subsequent  year  such  proration  is  increased  by  30  percent  of  the 
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proration  for  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year  and,  fourth, 
by  apportioning  the  quota  not  otherwise  prorated  37  percent  to  the 
Dominican  Republic,  36  percent  to  Peru,  20  percent  to  Mexico,  5 
percent  to  Nicaragua,  and  2  percent  to  Haiti. 

Section  8  of  the  bill  amends  section  202  of  the  act  by  the  addition  of 
three  subsections  ((e),  (f),  and  (g)),  which  relate  to  restrictions  on 
quotas  for  foreign  countries  under  specified  conditions. 

Subsection  (e)  affects  quotas  of  those  foreign  countries  having 
quotas  in  excess  of  10,000  short  tons.  The  amendment  provides  that 
the  quota  of  any  such  foreign  country  failing  by  more  than  10  percent 
to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  in  any  year  during  which  the  world  price 
of  sugar  exceeds  tlie  domestic  price  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the  country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or 
proration,  unless  failure  to  do  so  was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force 
majeure,  or  under  quota  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  objectives 
of  the  act,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  The  overall  effect  of  the 
amendment  is  to  assure  deliveries  of  sugar  from  foreign  countries 
when  world  conditions  are  such  as  to  encourage  sales  of  sugar  in  the 
world  market  rather  than  to  the  United  States  market.  The  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  any  quota  reductions  shall  be  prorated  to  other 
areas  as  though  it  wei’e  a  deficit  under  section  204  of  the  act. 

Subsection  (f)  affects  quotas  of  those  foreign  countries  that  are  not  a 
party  to  or  bound  by  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the 
Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  U.  S.  Senate  on  April  29,  1954). 
The  amendment  provides  that  the  quota  or  proration  of  any  such  for¬ 
eign  countries  shall  not  be  increased  above  the  level  attained  for  the 
calendar  year  1956  unless  the  country  becomes  a  party  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  not  later  than  January  1,  1957.  This  amendment  does  not 
affect  the  quotas  of  domestic  areas  or  foreign  countries  that  are  bound 
by  the  agreement. 

Subsection  (g)  affects  the  quota  of  any  foreign  country  which  sub¬ 
stantially  restricts  its  importations  of  raw  or  processed  agricultural 
commodities  from  the  United  States  by  means  of  trade  or  similar 
barriers.  The  amendment  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
determine  whether  such  barriers  have  resulted  in  substantial  reduc¬ 
tions  in  the  importation  of  our  agricultural  commodities.  In  the 
event  that  the  Secretary  does  determine  that  a  foreign  country  having 
a  quota  has  substantially  reduced  such  importations,  the  quota  of  that 
country  will  be  suspended  in  any  year  when  the  import  restrictive 
measures  are  in  effect,  except  that  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  not  be 
reduced  below  the  minima  provided  in  subsection  202  (d).  The 
amendment  provides  that  the  suspended  quota  shall  be  prorated  to 
other  areas  as  though  it  were  a  deficit  under  section  204  of  the  act. 

Proration  of  deficits 

Section  9  amends  section  204  of  the  act  which  establishes  the  method 
of  prorating  deficits.  The  effect  of  the  change  is  to  prorate  to  domestic 
areas  alone,  rather  than  to  Cuba  and  domestic  areas,  any  deficit  in  a 
domestic  sugar-producing  area  which  occurs  because  of  inability  to 
market  that  part  of  its  quota  resulting  from  the  fixing  of  consumers’ 
re(|uirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  short  tons.  A  further  change 
directs  the  Secretary,  in  the  event  a  domestic  area  is  unable  to  fill  its 
proration  of  any  deficit  resulting  from  the  fixing  of  consumers’  re¬ 
quirements  in  e.xcess  of  8,350,000  short  tons,  to  apportion  such  un- 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  194  8 


25 


filled  amount  to  such  other  domestic  areas  which  are  able  to  fill  the 
deficit  and  in  the  event  there  are  no  such  areas,  to  add  the  appropriate 
quantity  of  sugar  to  the  quota  of  Cuba. 

Allotment  of  quotas  or  prorations 

Section  10  amends  section  205  (a)  of  the  act  by  authorizing  the 
Secretary,  when  he  allots  any  quota  or  proration  established  for  an 
area,  to  consider  in  addition  to  the  factors  presently  specified,  and  to 
make  appropriate  allowance  for  the  diverse  effect  of  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  and  other  uncontrollable  conditions 
which  seriously  and  broadly  affect  a  general  area  served  by  the  factory 
or  factories  of  such  allottee. 

Direct-consumption  sugar  limitations 

Section  11,  in  amending  section  207  (a)  of  the  act,  provides  that 
portions  of  the  quotas  for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  which  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  are  to  be  increased  in  the  same 
proportion  as  the  quotas  for  those  areas  are  increased  and  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Rico,  that  such  increased  in  the  direct-consum])tion  portions 
of  the  quotas  may  be  filled  by  either  crystalline  or  liquid  sugar  but 
restricts  to  crystalline  sugar  the  filling  of  the  present  direct-consump¬ 
tion  portion  of  the  Puerto  Rico  quota  of  126,0.33  short  tons. 

Section  12  of  the  bill  amends  the  limitations  in  section  207  (b)  of 
the  act  with  respect  to  the  direct-consumption  sugar  which  apjdy  to 
the  quotas  of  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  by  permitting  countries  with  overall  quotas  of  7,000 
short  tons  or  less  to  fill  their  entire  quotas  with  direct-consumption 
sugar.  The  limitation  to  1.36  percent  of  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  the  Philippines  which  under  the  act  may 
currently  be  filled  with  direct-consumption  sugar  by  all  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  Cuba,  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  is  made 
applicable  to  all  such  countries  other  than  those  whose  total  quotas 
do  not  exceed  7,000  short  tons  and  is  prorated  on  the  basis  of  the 
average  importation  of  direct-consumption  sugar  during  the  years 
1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954  from  such  countries. 

Conditional  payments  to  domestic  producers 

Section  13  of  the  bill  amends  the  present  restriction  in  section  301  (b) 
of  the  act  of  the  quantity  of  sugar  which  may  be  marketed  or  processed 
from  sugar  beet  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  of  a  producer  to  per¬ 
mit  the  marketing  or  processing  of  additional  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
into  sugar  for  livestock  feed  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for 
the  farm. 

Section  14  of  the  bill  amends  section  302  (b)  of  the  act  by  authorizing 
the  Secretary  in  determining  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to 
domestic  sugar  beet  and  sugarcane  farms  in  addition  to  the  considera¬ 
tions  provided  in  the  present  act  to  protect,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
the  interests  of  producers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose  past  pro¬ 
duction  has  been  adversely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by 
drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal 
and  uncontrollable  conditions.  He  is  also  authorized,  on  application 
of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  pro¬ 
duction  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  that  Commonwealth 
owned  by  such  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  owned  by  ap¬ 
plicant  if  he  finds  such  transfer  to  be  in  the  public  interest  because  of 
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more  economic  utilization  of  land  resources,  the  conservation  of  soil 
and  water  resources,  or  the  fostering  of  greater  diversification  of  agri¬ 
cultural  production. 

Administrative  provisions 

Section  15  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (b)  to  section  405  of  the 
act  and  designates  the  present  section  405  as  subsection  (a).  The 
new  subsection  provides  that  au}^  person  whose  sugar-processing 
operations  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  101  (n)  (sec.  4  of  the 
bill)  and  wdio  imports  and  processes  sugars,  subsequently  determined 
to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality  and  in  e.xcess  of  direct-consumption 
quotas,  shall  be  penalized  1  cent  per  pound  of  such  sugar.  Since 
sugar  is  often  entered  and  partly  or  completely  processed  before  a 
determination  of  its  quality  is  made,  it  is  possible  that  some  sugar 
subsequent  to  its  processing  will  be  determined  to  be  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar.  In  the  event  that  the  direct-consumption  sugar  quota 
for  the  area  from  wdiich  the  sugar  has  been  imported  or  brought  into 
the  United  States  has  been  filled,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  a  penalty 
for  violation  of  the  direct-consumption  limitations.  The  amendment 
provides  a  penalty  of  such  magnitude  as  to  make  it  unprofitable  to 
process  direct-consumption  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption 
limitations. 

Section  IG  of  the  bill  amends  section  407  of  the  act.  The  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  the  provisions  of  section  407  shall  not  apply  to 
persons  whose  services  are  required  for  the  administration  of  the  act 
in  field  offices  and  other  governmental  agencies.  The  application  of 
the  provisions  of  section  407  to  officials  (State,  county,  and  community 
officials  and  employees)  who  do  not  have  information  that  might  aid 
them  in  investing  or  speculating  in  sugar  has  on  occasion  precluded 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  from  obtaining  the  services  of  persons 
who  are  best  qualified  to  serve  in  field  offices.  The  difficulties  have 
been  most  acute  and  embarassing  in  areas  served  by  cooperative  sugar 
mills.  The  amendment  does  not  remove  the  restrictions  of  section 
407  from  Washington  officials  who  do  have  information  that  would  be 
of  value  in  investing  or  speculating  in  sugar,  but  it  does  permit  the 
employment  of  State,  county,  and  community  committeemen  and 
employees  who  own  stock  in  a  sugar  company  or  who  are  members  of  a 
cooperative  mill. 

Section  17  of  the  bill  inserts  a  new  section  411,  and  renumbers  the 
present  sections  411  and  412  of  title  IV  of  the  act.  The  new  section 
411  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  reconcile  quotas  covering 
imports  from  foreign  countries  with  article  7  of  the  International 
Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing 
of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  U.  S. 
Senate  on  April  23,  1954).  The  amendment  restricts  quotas  of  only 
those  countries  that  do  not  participate  in  the  agreement,  and  permits 
the  Secretary  to  take  similar  action  on  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  successor  agreements. 

Periods  for  which  hill  is  effective 

Section  18  amends  renumbered  section  412  of  the  act  and  provides 
for  termination  of  the  act  on  December  31,  1960,  e.xcept  that  the 
Secretary  shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  on  pro¬ 
grams  applicable  for  the  crop  year  1960  and  previous  crop  years. 

Section  21  extends  to  June  30,  1961,  the  period  during  which  the 
excise  and  import  compensating  tax  is  applicable  to  sugar. 
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Section  24  of  the  bill  provides  that  amendments  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  eTanuary  1,  1956,  except  as  otherwise  designated  (sec.  7  of  the  bill 
dealing  with  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  which  becomes  effective  in  1957  and  sec.  19  which 
becomes  effective  upon  enactment),  and  except  that  required  deter¬ 
minations  and  regulations  may  be  issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year 
1956. 

Loans,  'purchases,  and  other  operations  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

Section  19  of  the  bill  provides  a  new  section  414  for  the  act  and  di¬ 
rects  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  carry  out  loans,  purchases, 
or  Other  operations  with  respect  to  100,000  short  tons  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  from  the  1955  or  previous  crops  in  United  States  sugar-produc¬ 
ing  areas  in  order  to  help  alleviate  the  excessive  inventory  situation 
in  those  areas.  Sugar  acquired  under  such  programs  is  to  be  disposed 
of  outside  of  the  continental  United  States  in  a  manner  which  will 
not  unduly  interfere  with  normal  marketings  of  sugar.  Disposition 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  specifically  mentioned  as  a  method  of  disposition. 
Loans  on  sugar  are  of  the  usual  nonrecourse  nature  of  such  loans  for 
other  commodities  under  similar  programs.  Sugar  acquired  under 
such  programs  is  not  subject  to  title  II  of  the  act  which  concerns  itself 
with  quota  provisions. 

Mandatory  support  at  90  percent  of  parity 

Section  20  of  the  bill  amends  section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  (63  Stat.  1052;  68  Stat.  899,  912),  by  including  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane  in  that  section.  The  amendment  provides  that 
the  price  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  shall  be  supported  at  90  percent 
of  parity.  Support  is  to  be  provided  bj^  means  of  loans  or  other 
operations  with  respect  to  sugar  derived  from  the  processing  of 
proportionate  shares  of  such  sugar  crops  for  the  1956  and  subsequent 
crops.  Receipts  of  producers  from  byproducts  and  from  Sugar  Act 
conditional  payments  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  in  establishing  rates  which  will  reflect  90  percent 
of  the  parity  price  for  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane.  Any  sugar  acquired 
under  this  amendment  is  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II 
(quotas  and  prorations)  of  the  Sugar  Act  nor  do  the  provisions  of  this 
section  affect  in  any  way  the  provisions  of  section  201  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  obligation  thereunder. 

Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

Section  22  of  the  bill  amends  section  4502  (4)  of  the  1954  Internal 
Revenue  Code.  That  section  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  defines 
the  term  “total  sugars”  similarly  to  the  term  “total  sugar  content” 
contained  in  section  101  (i)  of  the  Sugar  Act  and  in  addition  makes 
reference  to  Customs  Regulations  of  1930,  which  have  since  been 
superseded.  The  amendment  in  no  way  affects  the  meaning  of  the 
term  “total  sugars”  and  permits  the  Treasury  Department  to  use 
methods  that  are  most  appropriate  to  the  determination  of  total 
sugars. 

Section  23  of  the  bill  amends  section  4504  and  6418  (a)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  The  amendments  provide  that  the 
import  compensating  tax  on  manufactured  sugar  imported  into  the 
United  States  for  use  in  the  distillation  of  alcohol  or  for  livestock 
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feed  may  be  refunded.  Section  212  of  the  Sugar  Act  exempts  from 
quota  control  any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  used  for  such  purposes. 
However,  tax  exemption  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  has  been 
only  partly  consistent  with  the  quota  e.xemption.  The  processing 
tax  (applicable  to  sugar  manufactured  in  the  United  States)  has  been 
refundable  on  sugar  used  for  livestock  feed  or  for  the  distillation  of 
alcohol,  but  the  import  compensating  tax  (applicable  to  manufac¬ 
tured  sugar  imported  into  the  United  States)  has  not  been  refundable 
on  sugar  used  for  the  same  purpose.  The  amendment  provides  that 
either  the  processing  tax  or  the  import  compensating  tax,  whichever 
is  applicable,  may  be  refunded  on  sugar  used  for  livestock  feed  or  for 
the  distillation  of  alcohol. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 
TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V — 

9(e 

(d)  [The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystal¬ 
line  structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and 
any  sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure.]  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars 
{exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  whether 
or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved 
in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid  sugar. 

(e)  [The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  w'hich  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  wdiich  are  not  to  he  further  refined  or 
otherwise  improved  in  quality.]  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means 
any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  {exclusive  of 
liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to  be 
further  refined  or  improved  in  quality. 

******* 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  contents”  means  the  sum  of  the  sucrose  [(Clerget)] 
and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar. 

*  s|e  3|c  s|e 

(n)  The  term  “to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  Quality”  means  to  be  subjected 
substantially  to  the  processes  of  {!)  affmation  or  defecation,  {2)  clarification,  and  {3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  cryslalli zation.  The  Secretary  is  authorized, 
in  accordance  with  findings  based  on  public  hearings,  Lo  determine  whether  specific 
processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  reauirements  of  this 
paragraph  {n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  paragraph  {d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the  meaning 
of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 

TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with 
the  calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determinations  shall  be  made 
during  the  month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year 
(in  the  case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  194  8 


29 


such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary 
to  meet  such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall 
use  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for  coiisump- 
tion,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during 
the_  twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
•which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency 
or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics 
published  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  and,  in  order  that  such  deter¬ 
minations  shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will 
be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will 
fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination,  in  addition  to  the 
consumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors  above  specified  and 
the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that  would 
result  from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States 
as  compared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar 
and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  [1947  prior 
^to  the  termination  of  price  control  of  sugar J  1947~49  as  indicated  by  the  Con- 
ysumers’  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas[,3  .•  (I)  For  the  calendar  year  1956 
by  apportioning  among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tons, 

Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ _ _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 


{2)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  by  apportioning  among  such  areas  50  per  centum 
of  the  amount  hy  which  the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand,  short  tons,  ran)  value,  as  follows: 

(A)  The  first  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  thereof,  hy  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned 
Ji5.2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  1)2.6  per  centum  to  the  mainland,  cane  area; 
10.6  per  centum  to  Puerto  Rico;  and  1.6  per  centum  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and 

(B)  Any  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  (1)  as  adjusted  by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (a)  (2). 

(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year,  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section,  and  by  adding  thereto  50 
per  centum  of  the  amount  by  ivhich  the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  apportioned 
as  follows:  First,  by  apportioning  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a) 
(2)  of  this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  so  apportioned  in  1956,  and 
second,  by  apportioning  the  remainder,  if  any,  in  accordance  with  the  final  quotas 
established  for  the  calendar  year  1956,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  {!)  and  (a)  (2)  of 
this  section. 

(b)  For  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  nine  hundred  and 
fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as  specified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine 
Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(c)  [For]  {!)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  countries  an  amount  of 
sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 


section,  on  the  following  basis: 

Per 

Country  centum 

Cuba _  96 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  4 


30 


REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


Ninety-five  per  centum  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on 
the  basis  of  the  average  amount  imported  from  each  such  country  within  the 
quotas  established  for  the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950,  except  that  a  separate 
proration  need  not  be  established  for  any  country  which  entered  less  than  2 
per  centum  of  the  average  importations  w  ithin  the  quotas  for  such  years.  The 
amount  of  the  quota  not  so  prorated  may  be  filled  by  countries  not  receiving 
separate  prorations,  but  no  such  country  shall  enter  an  amount  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  in  excess  of  1  per  centime  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  98  per 
centum  and  to  such  other  foreign  countries  If.  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such 
lesser  amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  four  million 
four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  to  Cuba  50  per  centum 
and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  50  per 
centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons  plus  the  increase  in  quotas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (3)  of  this  section: 
Provided,  (i)  That  for  the  calendar  year  1957  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  one  hundred  and  seventy-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal  the  sum  of  the 
quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  less  one  hundred 
and  seventy-five  thousand  short  Ions,  raw  value;  and  [if)  that  for  the  calendar  year 
1958  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year  through  1980  the  quota  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  increased  forty-five 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  annually  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal  the  sum 
of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  such 
year  less  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  for  such  year. 

The  qiiola  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
shall  be  prorated  for  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  as 
follows: 

(.4)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  States 
within  the  quota  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  Ions,  raw  value,  during  the  years 
1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  proration  equal  to  such  average  importations 

(B)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  Stales  within 
the  quota  were  more  than  one  thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  three  thousand  ,short 
tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  each  year  two  thousand 
tons  in  addition  to  the.  basic  tonnages  prorated  under  subparagraphs  (C)  or  (D)  hereof. 

(C)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations  into  the  United  States  within 
the  quota  were  one  thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  prorafion  for  1957  equal  to  its 
average  importations  for  the  calendar  years  1953  and  1954  plus  SO  per  centum  thereof 
and  for  each  calendar  year  subsequent  to  1957  through  1980  the  proralion  for  each 
such  country  shall  be  inrrea,sed  by  an  additional  SO  per  centum  of  its  proration  under 
this  subparagraph  (C)  for  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year. 

(D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otherwise  prorated  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and 
(C)  above  shall  be  prorated  as  follows: 


Coun'Tv  Per  Centum 

Dominican  Republic _  37 

Peru _  38 

Mexico _  20 

Nicaragua _  6 

Haiti _  2 


(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  the  minimum  quota 
established  for  Cuba,  inchuling  increases  resulting  from  deficits  determined  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (a),  shall  not  be  less  than  the  following; 

(1)  28.0  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined  under  section  201 
when  such  amount  is  seven  million  four  hundred  thousand  short  tons  or  less; 
and 

(2)  two  m.illion  one  hundred  and  sixteen  thousand  short  tons,  w'hen  the 
amount  of  sugar  determined  under  section  201  is  more  than  seven  million 
four  hundred  thousand  short  tons. 
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The  quotas  for  doniostic  sugar-producing  areas,  established  pursuant  to  the  other 
provisions  of  this  title  II,  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  may  be 
required  to  establish  such  minimum  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  ivith  a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of 
more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than 
10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the 
domestic  price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to 
crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the 
objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner 
as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  20f. 

(/)  No  country  shall  have  its  quota  or  proration  thereof  increased  above  its  quota  or 
proration  thereof  for  the  calendar  year  1956  xinless,  on  or  before  January  1,  1957,  such 
country  becomes  a  party  to  and  bound  by  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the 
Regidation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  {ratified  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954). 

ig)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law  except  paragraph  (d)  hereof,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  any  country  for  which  a  sugar  quota  or  proration  thereof  is 
established  herein  causes  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  importation  of  any  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  from  the  United  States  below  the  quantity  imported  during  a  represen¬ 
tative  period  of  years,  in  raw  or  manufactured  form,  through  import  quotas,  import 
taxes,  exchange  restrictions,  or  other  trade  restrictive  measures,  the  sugar  quota  or 
proration  thereof  for  such  country  shall  be  suspended  during  each  year  when  such 
restrictive  measures  are  at  any  twie  in  effect  and  the  portion  of  such  quota  or  proration 
thereof  so  suspended  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204- 

♦  sK  Jlc  ^ 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  determine  whether,  in 
view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage 
of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year 
of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area  will  be  unable  to  market 
the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba  will 
be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  the 
domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so 
determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of 
incMlity  to  market  that  part  oj  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3)  shall  first  be 
prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect.  If  the 
Secretary  finds  that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  will  be  unable  to  market  the 
quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  Cuba  and  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  by  prorating  an  amount  of 
sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as  follows; 

To  Cuba,  96  per  centum;  and 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
4  per  centum. 

If  the  Secretary  finds  that  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  cannot  fill  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  increase  the  quota 
for  Cuba  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficit. 

Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  area  will  be  unable  to  fill  its  proration 
of  any  such  deficit,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to 
such  areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit;  except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by 
reason  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3),  the 
Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic 
areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic 
area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 
:♦£****** 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment  of  any  quota, 
or  protration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly  market¬ 
ing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable 
supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons  an  equitable 
opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such 
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hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make 
allotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons  who  market 
or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in 
such  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efhcient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  pro¬ 
portionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  302,  pertained;  the  past  marketings  or  importations  of  each  such  person; 
and  the  ability  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such  quota  or 
prorat'on  thereof  allotted  to  him  In  makinq  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought, 
storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable 
conditions  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by  the  factory  or 
factories  of  such  person.  The  Secretary  may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as 
he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment  upon  the 
same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  ^ 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen® 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year,  plus  an  ^ 
amount  equal  to  the  same,  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  rate  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of 
one  million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value  may  be  filled  by  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugarQ  ]  which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure, 
plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand  and 
thirty-three,  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under 
section  202  is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which  latter  amount 
may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline 
structure. 

**♦**:*£♦ 

(h)  [The]  (I)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  only  to  the  extent  of  1.30  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined 
pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  section  202:  Provided,  That  each  such  country  shall  be  permitted  to 
enter  an  amount  of  direct-consumption  sugar  not  less  than  the  average  amount 
entered  by  it  during  the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950. 

{2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  he  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  m 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  sub-  ® 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  .section  202;  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  net  apply  ^ 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  Section  202  (c)  of  7,000  short  tons  or  less. 
The  direct-consumption  portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per  centum 
limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which  receive  prorations 
under  section  202  (c)  of  more  than  7.000  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  average  imports 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  with  the  quota  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954- 

9|e  *  * 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the  following 
conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar: 

******* 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or  processed),  except  for  livestock 
feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  an  amount 
(in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  to  be  marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise  directly 
affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
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farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable 
the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota 
(and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for 
such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

Jjs  ♦  *  sfj  S(!  sj; 

Sec.  302.  *  *  * 

(b)  In  determining  the  propoitionate  shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets 
and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  within  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests 
of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of  producers  who  are 
cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers  [.]  and  cj  the 
producers  in  any  locat  producing  area  whose  past  prodiction  has  teen  aduersety, 
seriously  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or 
other  similar  alnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage  wise  use  of  land  resoiLrces, 
foster  greater  diversification  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation 
of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on  application  of  any  oivner 
of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other  productive  pur/ioses, 
to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto 
Rico  owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  such 
applicant  in  Puerto  Rico 

:)c  >fc  :)c  %  )fe 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

:jc  ♦  jK  *  ♦  *  jfc 

Sec.  405.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate,  or 
who  knowingly  participates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of 
section  209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  t’  e  continental  Utdted 
States  direct-consumption  suaar  after  the  quantities  s’  e  ified  in  section  207  have 
been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  t’m  United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the 
market  value,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  a'-t,  (a)  of  t’  at  quantity 
of  sucar  or  liquid  su"ar  by  which  any  quota,  proration,  or  allotment  is  e  ceeded, 
or  (b)  of  that  quantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental  United  States 
after  the  quantities  specified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which  forfeiture  shall 
be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

(6)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations  otherwise  meet  the  reouirements 
of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into 
the  continental  United  Stales  under  a  declaration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which 
sugar  subseguently  is  determined  to  be  of  direct-consumption  giatity  and  to  be  in 
excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  Quota  or  proralion  or' allot¬ 
ment  thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  sum  egual  to  one  cent  per  pound  for 
each  pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
the  applicable  Quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recover¬ 
able  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

♦ 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts 
relating  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar.  Any 
person  violating  this  section  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both.  The  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are  obtained  pursuant  to  section  SOB. 

*♦%♦*** 

Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regulations  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation 
of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  {ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  United  Stales  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of 
sugar  into  the  United  Slates  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in  such  agree¬ 
ment,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any  such  future  agreements 
ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  Stales  Senate. 
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[Sec.  jtfll.'X  Sec.  412.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act 
shall  terminate  on  December  31,  [1956]  1960,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall 
have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the 
crop  year  [1956]  1960  and  previous  crop  years. 

[Sec.  412.]  Sec.  413.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effec¬ 
tive  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948.  As  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  513  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary 
shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs 
thereunder  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 

Sec.  414-  («)  To  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist  in  the  continental  United 
States  sugar-producing  areas  by  reason  of  the  quantities  of  surplus  over-quota  sugar 
produced  in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  carry  out  loans, 
purchases  or  other  operations  with  respect  to  one  hundred  thoxisand  short  tons  of  sugar 
produced  from  the  1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 

(b)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  be  disposed  of  outside  the  continental  United 
States  in  such  manner  as  the  Corporation  determines  will  not  unduly  interfere  with 
normal  marketings  of  sugar,  including  dispositions  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  (is  amended. 

(c)  A'o  borrower  shall  be  personally  liable  for  any  deficiency  arising  from  the  sale  ^ 
of  the  sugar  secxiring  any  loan  made  binder  authority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan 
was  obtained  through  fraudulent  representations  by  the  borrower.  This  provision  ^ 
shall  not,  however,  be  construed  to  prevent  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from 
requiring  the  borrower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in  the  quality  or  quantity 
of  sugar  delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure  to  properly  care  for  and  preserve  such 
sugar,  or  for  failure  or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  program. 

id)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this 
Act. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  is  authorizea  and  directed  to  make  available  (w'ithout 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  title  III)  price  support  to  producers  for  tung  nuts, 
honey,  milk,  butterfat,  siigar  beets  and  sugarcane,  and  the  products  of  milk  and 
butterfat  as  follows: 

(a)  Note — Repealed  by  Agricultural  Act  of  1954. 

(h)  *  *  * 

(c)  *  *  * 

(d)  The  price  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane,  respectively,  shall  he  supported  at  a 
level  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  through  loans,  purchases  or  other 
operations  with  respect  to  sugar  derived  from  the  processing  of  proportionate  shares 
of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  of  the,  1956  and  subsequent  crops  produced  in  the  domestic 
sugar  producing  areas  of  the  United  States.  Loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations 
with  respect  to  su  h  sugar  .shall  be  at  such  rates  or  prices  as  the  Secretary  determines, 
after  taking  into  account  receipts  of  producers  from  byproducts  and  conditional  pay¬ 
ments,  will  reflect  the  equivalent  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  either  for  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane.  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  title  II  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF  1954 

SEC.  4501 

ttfi  if  lid  ^  Hn  i/i 

(c)  Termination  of  Tax. — No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  subchapter  on 
the  manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value 
of  sugar  after  June  30,  [1957]  1961.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  or  (b),  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  subchapter  with  respect  to 
unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  [1957]  1961,  or  with  respect 
to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  held  in  customs  custody  or 
control  on  such  date.  With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  subsection  (b)  has  been  paid  and 
which,  on  June  30,  [1957]  1961  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale 
or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer. 
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subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed 
in  chief  value  of  sugar. 

SEC.  4ro2 

******* 

(4)  Total  sugars. — The  term  “total  sugars”  means  the  total  amount 
of  the  sucrose  [(Clerget)l  and  of  the  reducing  or  invert  sugars.  [The 
total  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  manufactured  sugar  shall 
be  ascertained  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  paragraphs  758,  759,  762,  and 
763  of  the  United  States  Customs  Regulations  (1931  edition).] 

♦  *****  * 

SEC.  4504.  MPORT  TAX  iMPOSEI)  AS  TARIl  F  DUTY. 

The  tax  imposed  by  section  4501  (b)  shall  be  levied,  assessed,  collected,  and 
paid  in  the  same  manner  as  a  duty  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  and  shall  be 
treated  for  the  purposes  of  all  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  customs  revenue 
as  a  duty  imposed  by  such  Act,  excetit  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  336  and 
350  of  such  Act  such  tax  shall  not  be  considered  a  duty  or  import  restriction, 
and  except  that  no  preference  with  respect  to  such  tax  shall  be  accorded  any 
articles  imported  or  brought  into  the  United  States  and  exre-pl  that  such  tax  may 
be  su’  jeet  to  refunds  ns  a  tax  under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  ya). 

SEC.  G412.  FLOOR  STOCKS  REFUNDS. 

******* 

(d)  Sugar. — With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  4501  (b)  has  been  paid  and  which, 
on  June  30,  [1957]  1961,  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other 
disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  subject 
to  such  regvdations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed  in 
chief  \  alue  of  sugar. 

SEC.  6418  SUGAR. 

(a)  Use  As  Livestock  Feed  or  For  Distillation  of  Alcohol. — Upon  the 
use  of  any  manufactured  sugar,  or  article  manufactured  therefrom,  as  livestock 
feed,  or  in  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  there 
shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  to  the  person  so  using  such  manu¬ 
factured  sugar,  or  article  manufactured  therefrom,  the  amount  of  any  tax  paid 
under  section  4501  [(a)]  with  respect  thereto. 

5|e  :1c  *  *  ♦  ♦  ♦ 

Note. —  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1956, 
except  as  otherwise  designated  and  except  that  required  determinations  ana  regulations 
may  be  issued  in  1956  for  the  calendar  year  1966. 
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1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  429 

H.  R.  7030 

[Report  No.  1348] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPEESENTATIVES 

June  27, 1955 

jNIr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

July  22, 1955 

RepoiJed  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representor 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  scetion  404  -(4)-  of  the  Sugar  Aet  ef  IO487  ae  amended^ 

4  is  ametfded  te  read  as  foilews : 

5  -‘-(-d )  The  term  haw  sugar-  means  -f4^  any  sttg-ars  prin- 

6  eipahy  ef  o-rystahine  strueture  which  are  te  he  furtlier  refeied 

7  er  impreved  in  quality  and  whieh  test  net  mere  than 

8  sugar  degrees  hy  the  polariseopei  and  -fhf  any  sugars 

9  (exclusive  ef  liquid  sugar  frem  forcigir  eeuntries  harrng 
10  hquid  sugar  quetas)-  principally  net  ef  crystalline  structure 
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whieli  are  lo  fee  furtlief  refined  er  un]»roved  in  quality  and 
wfeieb  feaw  a  total  sugar  eontent  el  net  mere  tfean 
per  Gcntum  el  tfee  total  selnfele  selide  ceiitciit  (cxeluding  any 
lerelgn  substonoos  tfeat  may  bavc  been  added  or  developed 
in  tfee  produet) 

Seer  St  Seetioii  404  -(ef  el  snefe  Aet  is  amended  te  read 
as  lellows : 

(e)  dim  term  ‘ direet-eensmnptien  sugar’  means  -f4}- 
any  sugars  prmeipally  el  crystalline  struetui-e  wbieb  test 
mere  dnm  sugar  degrees  fey  tfee  polariseope  and  any 

sugars  (exelusive  el  liquid  sugar  Irem  loreign  countries  fea^ 
ing  liquid  sugar  quotas)-  prmeipally  net  el  ciystalline  struc¬ 
ture  wliicb  ba-ve  a  total  sugar  content  el  more  tfean  - — -  per 
centum  el  tfee  total  soluble  solids  content  (excluding  any 
lereign  sufesta^tees  tfeat  may  feave  been  added  er  developed  in 
tfee  produet) ,  er  any  sugars  wbieb  are  prmeipally  el 
crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (exclusive  el  liquid 
sugar  Irem  leindgn  eeuntries  feaving  liquid  sugar  quetas)-j 
wbieb  are  net  te  fee  lin-'tber  refined  er  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3t  Section  404  -(4)-  el  suefe  Act  is  amended  fey 
deleting  tfee  parentfeetical  word  ‘^Clerget)  ”. 

Sec.  dr  Section  404  ^  suefe  Act  is  amended  fey  adding 
at  tfee  end  tfeereol  a  new  paragrapfe  te  read  as  lollowsr 

(n)  5fee  term  fee  fee  fiirtbcr  refined  er  improved  in 
quality’  means  te  fee  subjected  substantially  te  tbte  processes 
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el  -(4-)-  affinatioii  et*  delcealioii,  elarification,  a«4  -f^ 
fether  j^Hfifioation  adsorption  or  oiystallization.  dire 
^eerctary-  is  aetlierizod  te  dctoriuinc  wlictker  the  proecssos 
te  whieli  segars  ai=e  suhjectod  are  selfiiMent  te  meet  the  re- 
quiromonts  el  this  paragrapli/’ 

^EO.  §T  Seetioe  202^  -(af  el  seeh  Aet  is  amoiided  hy 


inserting  “-(4-)  ler  the  calendar  year  4-956^’  alter  the  first 


and  hy  adding  the  lellawing  new 
“-f^)  ler  the  calendar  year  4-9h6  hy  apportioning 
among  saeh  areas  fih  per  eentam  el  the  aineant  hy  whieli 
the  dotcmiinatien  made  pnrsaant  te  seetien  204  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  filty  theasand  short 
tons,  raw  valae,  as  lellaws :  -(-A)-  the  first  one  hmi€lred 
and  sixt}^  five  theasand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  there  el,  hy  which  qaetas  ler  the  domestic  areas  are 
so  increase d  shali  he  apportioned  04.5  per  eentam  te  the 
domestic  heet  sagar  area  and  48vh  per  oentmn  te  the 
mahiland  eaae  sugar  area;  the  next  twenty  thousand 
short  tensj  raw  valacj  er  any  part  thcreel,  hy  which  saeh 
quotas  are  se  inereased  shall  he  apportioned  te  Puerto 
Rico  ;  -fO)-  the  next  three  thousand  short  tens,  raw  value, 
er  any  part  thcreel,  hy  which  saeh  quotas  are  se  in¬ 
ereased  shall  he  apportioned  te  the  Alrgin  Islands-;  and 
any  additional  ameant  shall  he  apportioned  on  the 


basis  el  the 


■{4f  as  ad- 
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justed  bf  {-A-},  -(S}7  aiwi  -(Of  ol  tbk 

pafagra|)h:  -(Sfr 

-^)-  f©f  ttie  calendar  war  4-954  and  eaed  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  yearj  hf  appertioning  ameng  sued  areas 
leur  indlien  four  hundix?d  and  forty-foui^  tbeusand  sbert 
tons,  raw  -valuej  in  aceerdancc  wrtb  paragi'apli  -(4f  of 
tbis  section-, ■  and  hy  adding  thereto  bb  per  centinn  ol  the 
amount  by  wbieli  tbe  detcnnination  made  pursuant  to 
section  2-04  exceeds  eight  ndhion  three  hundred  and  hhy 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  apportioned  as  follows: 
First,  by  apportioning  in  aeeordartee  with  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  -(af  -(2f  of  this  section  an  anmunt  not  in 
exwss  of  the  anioimt  so  apportioned  in  195(),  and  seeondj 
by  apportioning  the  remainder,  if  any^  in  aeeordanee 
whh  the  hnat  quotas  established  for  the  calendar  year 
4-956’  pursuarh  to  paragraphs  -f4f  and  -(2f  of  this  see- 
tion.” 

Heg.  hr  Section  202  -(ef  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  -Tbe^^  after  ‘-(e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
1 )  (liAi*  year  4950,  the^  and  by  adding  at  the 

end  thereof  the  followmg  new  paragraphs : 

—  (2)  For  the  calendar  year  4957  and  for  each  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Kepublie  of  the  -Hdlippinos,  by  prorating  to  €uba  90  per 
centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Guba  and  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


5 


■EcpubliG  el  Ifee  Philippines  4  pef  eontuin  el  the  ameunt  el 
sugar,  raw  valuej  hy  whieh-  eigh-t  million  three  Itundred  and 
hity  theusand  tens  er  sueh  lesser  ameuet  as  determined  pim- 
suant  te  section  304  exceeds  the  sum  el  the  quotas  established 
pursuant  te  subsections  -(a)-  and  -(h)-  el  this  seetien-j  and  hy 
prorating  te  Cuba  00  per  eentum  and  te  lercign  countries 
ether  than  Cuba  and  the  Ecpublic  el  the  Philippines  40  per 
centmn  el  the  amount  el  sugar,-  raw  ^alue^  hy  which  the 
amount  determined  pursuant  te  section  304  cxeeeds  eight 
millien  three  himdrcd  and  hity  theusand  tens  less  the  increase 
in  quetas  pi-evided  ler  in  subsection  -(af  -(0)-  el  this  section? 

-P-or  the  eulei^ar  year  1957-  and  ler  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  queta  ler  foreign  countries  ether  than 
Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  el  the  Philippi-nes  shall  he  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  hy  assigning  te  eaeh  foreign  country  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Eexmblic  el  the  Philippines  whose  ax^erage 
entries  during  the  years  4050  and  4054  were  less  than  4,000 
tensj  a  queta  equal  te  its  average  entries  duidng  1953  and 
10547  and  secendy  hy  prerating  te  eaeh  foreign  eeuntry  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Eepubhe  el  the  Philippines  whose  average 
entries  in  40-53  and  1054  exceeded  lyOOO  tens  the  remainder 
el  the  quota  en  the  basis  el  the  average  amount  hnperted 
Irem  each  such  coimtry  within  the  quetas  established  ler  the 
■years  1054, 19537  195-3,  and  -1054j  er  3,000  tensj  whichever 
is  the  larger? 
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gg0-  ^  s€Rl^eee  el  seelk>n  304  -fard¬ 

el  seeli  Aefe  is  nmcn4e4  fey  inserting  fecferc  Ifee  perie4  f4 
tfee  eft4  thoreol  a  eelon  aft4  Ifee  following :  “Provulcdj  Thai 
any  dcfieit  in  any  deinesOo  sugar-pFcnfeteing  amb  oecumng 
fey  feasen  el  iimfeility  4e  inarfeot  ifeal  faw4  el  Ifee  ffuota  leF 
snefe  aFea  allelted  netfen  fl-te  fFevisiens  el  soetion  303  -far}- 
-f3)-  eF  Oie  inoFeases  alletled  nndeF  seeOen  303  -(a^  -(0)-  shall 
fee  pFOFatod  le  etfeeF  den+esOe  aeeas  en  Ifee  fensis  el  the 


qnelas  ifeen  in  (4¥e<4.- 
-ffe)-  ¥fee  Iasi 

insoFtintf  feofoFo  ifee 
1  \  /I  <  1  \  i  \  4  1  ’  H  t  <V  *  ^  V 

n  f  Mi  T  nV  11 M  1 1 124  • 


rtw  sw4+  (l(^w4t  m  mw 
Fnn?  Inr  Feason  el 


el  snefe  soetion  is  ameiided  fey 
al  ifee  end  thoFool  a  somicolen 
ifeal  in  4fee  aase  el  ^>FOFa  tien  el 
sngaF  j^rodneing  anea  eeeur- 
le  nbaefeel  ifeal  el  ifee  qnela 
leF  snefe  aeea  alleOed  undeF  and  fey  eeasen  el  scotion  303  -(a)- 
-(3^  eF  Ifee  inei'easos  allot  tod  nndeF  soetfe)n  303  -(a)-  (  3) ,  Ifee 
^OFotary  sfeall  apportion  tfee  nntillod  anioimt  en  snefe  feasis 
and  t-e  snefe  etfeta  donastio  aFeas  as  fee  didernsim^s  is  FefynFed 
le  fell  snefe  defeoity  and  il  fee  fends  tfeal  ne  dofflostio  aeea  will 
fee  aide  le  sn^dy  snefe  unfellod  andean t,  fee  sfeall  add  il  le  Ifee 
ffnela  loF  Onfead^ 

8^07  87  -(a)-  8eelieii  30e  -(a)-  el  snefe  Ael  is  aniondod 
fey  adding  aOee  Ifee  weed  ^Aeae^  Ifee  lellowing :  ^  ^s  an 
ainouiil  e+|nal  le  Ifee  same  yercontagc  el  Iwenly-nine  Iheu- 
sand  sfec  hundred  and  sexlccn  short  lens,  raw  valney  Ifeal  Ifee 
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m  Ibe  fw  Hawaii  S€c4ieft  20S  is  el  efte 

million  fifly-two  Ibensand  short  tens,  raw  value’ ^ 

-fhf  S(H:‘tion  207  -{0)-  el  sneh  Ael  is  amended  by  adding 
alter  the  word  “year-’  the  lollewing :  ^  ]^bts  an  ameant  e^aal 


ta  tbe  same 


el  one  hmidred  twenty  six 


and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  valiiOj  that  the 
the  <|neta  ler  Pnarte  Eieo  nnder  seetren  202  is  el  one 
eighty  theasand  short  teas,  raw  valae”. 

Seg-.  Or  Seetlen  207  -(hf  el  saeh  Aet  Is  amended  hy 
strihing  eat  “The-’  alter  “-fh-)-^’  and  Inserting  la  hea  thereel 
“  (1)  Her  the  ealeadar  year  ID  56,  the^  and  hy  addiag  the 
lellewing  aew  paragraph : 

(2)  Her  the  eaharda^  year  4007  aad  eaeh  snbsequent 
ealeadar  year,  the  qaota  ler  foreign  eountrles  ether  than 
Caha  aad  the  Eepablic  el  the  Fhilljipines  aaty  he  filled  hy 
direet-eonsuinptlon  sagar  ealy  to  the  extent  el  4-r30  per 
centam  el  the  amonnt  el  sugar  determined  pnrsaaat  te  see- 
tiea  204  less  the  sam  el  the  quotas  established  ia  snbseetleas 
-{a}-  aad  -fh)-  el  seetion  202t  The  dircet  eonsamptlon  per- 
tlea  el  saeh  quota  shall  he  prorated  te  eeaatries  whieh  re- 
eeive  preratlees  under  seetlen  202  -(e)-  te  the  extent  el 
the  proratleas  established  therein  ea  the  basis  el  average 
imports  el  direet-eonsiunption  sugar  withia  the  quota  ler 
the  years  1954,  1902,  4953,  aad  1954 :  That  saeh 

proratlons  shall  he  ad^sted  so  that  ae  country  shall  re- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


8 


eeive  nnioimt  3^  eoiitum  el  Ike  qiiela  lee 

lereign  eeeeleiee  elkee  Ikee  Giiba  ef  Ike  E^epukkc  el  Ike 
Pliilq^plee^  e^  Ike  feeralion  received  pursuant  le  seetien 
^02-  -fefy  wliiekever  is  smaller/ - 

8eO;  kOr  Seelien-  407  el  seek  Ael  is  amended  ky  akding 
tilt  tlio  Olid  tl lo^o■o^  tlio  following  seiitenee :  ‘--Tlie  previsions 


el  Ikis  seelien  shall  eel  apply  le  persons  wkese  services  are 
obtained  piimuanl  le  section  305:-^ 

Sec.  44t  Seetion  444  el  seek  Ael  is  reiuimbered  as  see¬ 


lien  4127  seetion  442  el  seek  Ael  is  rt 
443  and  a  new  section  444  inserted  as  follows : 


n  « 4  -1  /  V 

ttty  !5trc  11x711 


^Ct  444t  5ke  Secretary  is  autkorized  to  issue  suck 
as  may  be  neeessar}^  to  carry  ent  artkle  7  el  tke 
International  Sugar  Agrcei-nenl  ler  tke  Eegulation  el  tke 
rreduction  and  Marketing  el  Sugar  -(ratiked  by  and  wkk 
tke  atVvicc  and  consent  el  tke  United  Stales  Senate  on  April 


2O7  4004}^ 


el  sugar  into  Ike  ^ 


Slates  from  foreign  ceuntrics  net  participating  in  snek  agrec- 
meny  or  le  carry  enl  Ike  corresponding  previsions  el  any 
suck  fnliire  agrecnnuits  ratiked  by  and  wkk  Ike  advice  and 
consent  el  Ike  U nited  States  Senate.’’ 

Sec.  427  Eenunibercd  seelien  44:2  el  snek  Ael  (relating 


le  termination  el  Ike  powers  el  Ike  Secretary  under  Ike  Act) 
is  amended  by  striking  enl  ‘‘4956”  in  eack  place  k  appears 
Iborein  and  kiserting  in  ken  Ikcrcel  “4062 
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Seo.  i&T  Se(!tiens  4501  -{e)-  a«4  0442  -(O)"  (relating  te 
the  tcmiiiiation  el  tojccs  on  sugar)  el  the  Internal  -Revenue 
Oe4e  el  4954  are  amended  4y  striking  out  “495-7-’-  in  eaek 
^aee  It  ap^ars  t/kcrcin  an4  inserting-  in  Hen  thereof  “1963”. 

SeOt  44t  Heetien  450-2  -{4)-y  cliaptcr  4^  subehaptcr  Ay 
“8ugai~,  el  the  Internal  Revenue  Ce4e  el  4954  is  amended 
as  fehews-:-  Strike  eat  the  paren-thetieul  word  “  (hicrgct)  ” 
where  it  eecurs  in  the  hrst  sentcnee  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereeh 

Seo.  45t  -fa)-  Section  4504y  chapter  3^  subehapter  Ay 
“Sugar ”y  el  the  Internal  Revenue  Cede  el  4954  is  amended 
hf  adding  Ijefere  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  folle-wdng : 
‘-and  except  that  such  tax  may  he  snhject  te  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  previsions  el  section  6148  (a) 

-(h)-  Section  6448  -fa)-  el  chapter  6h  el  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  el  49h4  is  amended  hy  striking  ent  the  “  (a)- 
immediatcly  lellowing  Motion  4504’’. 

Sec.  46t  4Re  amend mei^ts  made  herehy  shah  become 
effective  January  -4y  4956,  except  that  sections  4  through  9 
and  section  -44  hereol  shah  he  effective  ler  purposes  el  the 
determinations  and  regulations  re^fuired  ler  the  calendar  year 
That  section  10^  (d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  term  Waw  sugad  means  any  sugars  (exclusive 
H.  R.  7030 - 2 
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of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar 
quotas)^  irhether  or  not  principallg  of  crgstalline  structure, 
which  are  to  he  further  refined  or  hnproved  in  qualitg  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crgstalline  structure  or  liquid 
sugar’’ 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ^direct-consumption  sugar  means  any 
sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid 
sugar  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries 
having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  'which  are  not  to  he  further 
refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  -1.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “( Clerget)” . 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“(n)  The  term  1o  he  further  refined,  or  improved  in 
quality’  means  to  he  subjected  suhstantially  to  the  processes 
of  (1)  affinatio))  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (S) 
further  purification  hy  adsorption  or  cr'ystallization.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized,  in  accordance  with  findings  based,  on 
puhlic  hearings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes  to 
which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  (n )  and  whether  sugars  of  specific 
qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  jmragraph 
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(d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consuniption  sufjar  within  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.’' 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  hg  striking 
in  the  second,  sentence  thereof  the  words  “7,9^7  prior  to  the 


termination  of  price  controJ  of  sugar'  and  i)iserting  in.  lieu 
thereof  ‘A947-1949”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended,  by 
inserting  a  colon  and  “(1)  For  the  calendar  gear  1956'’  in 
lieu  of  the  first  comma  and  by  adduig  the  following  new 
paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  caleyidar  year  1956,  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hu7idred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  as  follows: 

“(A)  The  first  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  appoilioned 
45.2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  42.6  per  centum 
to  the  7nainland,  cane  area;  10.6  per  ce7itu7n  to  Puerto  Pico; 
and  1.6  per  ce7itum  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and 

“(B)  A7iy  additio7ial  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  established  in  paragraph  ( a)  (1)  as  adjusted  by 


subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (a)  (2). 

“(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
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calendar  near,  hij  apportioning  among  such  areas  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand,  short  tons,  raw 
value,  in  accordance  udth  paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section, 
and  by  adding  thereto  50  per  centurn  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  apportioned  as  follows:  First,  by  apportioning 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a)  (2)  of 
this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  so  appor¬ 
tioned  in  1950,  and  second,  by  apportioning  the  remainder, 
if  any,  in  accordance  with  the  final  ejuotas  established  for 
the  calendar  year  1956,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  (1) 
and  (a)  (2)  of  this  section^ 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  ^’F or”  after  “(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1) 
For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and.  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  sub¬ 
sequent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  to  such  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million 
three  Imndred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser 
amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the 
sum  of  four  million  four  hundred  a7id  forty-four  thousand 
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short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  established  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  to  Cuba 
50  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  50  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  plus  the 
increase  in  quotas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (3)  of 
this  section:  Provided,  (i)  that  for  1957  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  less  one  hundred  and  seventy- 
five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  and  (ii)  that  for  the 
calendar  year  1958  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year 
through  1960  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  increased  forty- 
five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  annually  and  the  quota 
for  Cuba  shall  equal  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  such  year 
less  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  for  such  year.  The  quota 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
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the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  for  the  calendar  year  1957 
and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  as  follows: 

“(A)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  less  than  one 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and 
1954  shall  receive  a  proration  equal  to  such  average 
importations. 

Each  country  whose  average  ainiual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  more  than  one 
thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  three  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  each 
gear  two  thousand,  tons  in  addition  to  the  basic  tonnages  pro¬ 
rated  under  subparagraphs  (C)  or  (D)  hereof. 

“(C)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  one  thousand 
short  tons  but  less  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
during  the  years  1953  and,  1954  shall  receive  a  proration 
for  1957  equal  to  its  average  importations  for  the  calendar 
years  1953  and.  1954  plus  30  per  centum  thereof  and  for 
each  calendar  year  subsequent  to  1957  through  1960  the  pro- 
ration  for  each  such  country  shall  be  increased  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  30  per  centum  of  its  prora.tion  under  this  subpara¬ 
graph  (C)  for  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year. 

“(D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otherwise  prorated  in 
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subparafjraphs  (A),  (B),  cuid  (C)  ab(we  A} all  be  prorafed 


as  folloiDs: 

“Country 

Dominican  Repuhlic 

T*eru _ _ 

Mexico - 

Nicaragua _ 

Haiti _ 


Per  centum 

__  37 
36 
20 


2'\ 


Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  addiny 
the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with 
a  quota,  or  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  shoy't 
tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10 
per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world 
price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  for  such  countrji  for  subsequent  years  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
country  failed,  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  imless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  7vas  due  to  crop  disaster 
or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  'loould  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated,  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  proratf'd 
under  section  204. 

“(f)  No  country  shall  have  its  quota  or  proration  there¬ 
of  increased,  above  its  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  the 
calendar  year  1956  unless,  on  or  before  January  1,  1957. 
such  country  becomes  a  party  to  and  bound  by  the  Inter- 
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national  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Pro¬ 
duction  and  Marketmg  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Zlnited  States  Senate  on  April  29, 
1954). 

‘^(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  except 
paragraph  (d)  hereof,  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  any 
country  for  which  a  sugar  quota  or  proration  thereof  is 
estahlished  herein  causes  a  substantial  reduction  w  the  im¬ 
portation  of  any  agricultumd  commodity  from  the  United 
States  below  the  quantity  imported  during  a  representative 
period  of  ye((rs,  in  ran'  or  manufactured  form,  throiigh 
import  quotas,  import  taxes,  exchange  restrictions,  or  other 
trade  restrictive  measures,  the  sugar  quota  or  proration 
thereof  for  such  cotodry  shall  be  suspended  during  each 
year  when  such  restrictive  measures  are  at  any  time  in 
effect  and  the  portion  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  so 
suspended  shall  be  prorated  i)i  the  same  manner  as  deficits 
are  prorated  under  section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  secoiid  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  ‘^Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar- producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2 )  or 
the  increases  allotted  under  sections  202  (a)  (S)  shall  first  be 
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prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on,  the  basis  of  the  quotas 
then  in  effect . 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of 
the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section 
202  (a)  (3),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled 
amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he 
determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that 
no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount, 
he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba” . 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the 
following:  ''In  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the 
adverse  efect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in¬ 
sects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions 
seriously  and  broadly  afecting  any  general  area  served  by 
the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.” . 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
bi/  adding  after  the  word  "year”  the  following:  ",  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand, 
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six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value”. 

(b)  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  by  adding  the  following: 

which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty- 
six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under  section  202 
is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which 
latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 


whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.” . 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ^^The”  after  ^^(h)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the”  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  (quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 


Cuba  and,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consuiuption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pui'suant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of 
seven  thousand  short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consu7nption 
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portion  of  mch  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per 
cenhim  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
countries  ivhich  receive  prorations  binder  section  202  (c) 
of  more  than  seven  thousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  average 
imports  of  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for  the 
gears  1031,  1052,  1053,  and,  1054.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  ^^(or  processed)”  the  following: 

except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,” . 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  ‘‘(or  processed)”  the  umrds  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end,  thereof 
and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  ami 
local  producing  area,  whose  past  production  has  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land,  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and,  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other 
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productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Pico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land 
owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

‘^(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
otherwise  meet  the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and  who 
subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into  the 
continental  United  States  under  a  declaration  that  it  is 
raw  sugar  but  rvhich  sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to 
be  of  direct-consumption  quality  and  to  be  in  excess  of  the 
direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  or  (dlotment  thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United,  States 
a  sum  ee/ual  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value, 
of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
the  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof,  ivhich 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  ‘‘The  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 
obtained  pursua^it  to  section  305.” . 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as 
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section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  413  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

‘‘Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 
regulations  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of 
the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Begulation  of 
the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and 
ivith  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on 
April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 
United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  any  such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 
to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1960” . 

Sec.  19.  a  new  section  414  is  added  to  such  Act  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist 
in  the  continental  United  States  sugar-producing  areas  by 
reason  of  the  quantities  of  surplus  overquota  sugar  produced 
in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  carry 
out  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect  to 
one  hundred  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the 
1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


22 


Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  he  disposed  of  out¬ 
side  the  continental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Cor¬ 
poration  determines  will  not  unduly  interfere  with  normal 
marketings  of  sugar,  including  dispositions  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and,  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended. 

^‘(c)  No  horrotver  shall  be  personally  liable  for  any 
deficiency  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  sugar  securing  any 
loan  made  under  authority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan 
was  obtained  through  fraudident  representations  by  the  bor- 
rower.  This  provision  shall  not,  however,  be  construed  to 
prevent  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  requiring  the 
borrower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in  the  quality 
or  quantity  of  sugar  delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure 
to  properly  care  for  and  preserve  such  sugar,  or  for  failu7'e 
or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar  in  accordance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  program. 

“(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  title  11  of  this  Act.’’ 

Sec.  20.  Section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  anmided  (63  Stat.  1052;  68  Stat.  899,  912),  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

1.  After  the  comma  following  the  word  “butterfat”  in 
the  clause  preceding  the  colon,  insert  the  following:  “sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane,” . 
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(2)  After  subsection  (c)  thereof  insert  a  new  subsection 
(d)  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  price  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane,  respec¬ 
tively,  shall  be  supported  at  a  level  of  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other  opera¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  sugar  derived,  from  the  processing  of 
proportionate  shares  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  of  the  1956 
and  subsequent  crops  produced  in  the  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  the  United  States.  Loans,  purchases,  or 
other  operations  with  respect  to  such  sugar  shall  be  at  such 
rates  or  prices  as  the  Secretary  determines,  after  taking  into 
account  receipts  of  producers  from  byproducts  and  condi¬ 
tional  payments  will  reflect  the  equivalent  of  90  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price  either  for  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane.  Sugar 
acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
title  II  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.'” 

Sec.  21.  Section  4601  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 
the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Bevenue 
Code  of  1964  are  amended  by  striking  out  ^‘1967”  in  each 
place  it  appears  ther'ein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  22.  Section  4602  (4),  chapter  4,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar” ,  of  the  Internal  Bevenue  Code  of  1964  is  amended 
as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “ (Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 
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Sec.  23.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  suhchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  he  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  ‘‘(a)” 
immediately  following  “section  4501” . 

Sec.  24.  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become 
effective  January  1, 1956,  except  as  otherwise  designated  and 
except  that  required  determinations  and  regulations  may  be 
issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 
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m.  LLS*  Passed  as  reported  H«.  R.  100^  to  permit  the  mining  development  and 

utMization  of  mineral  resources  of  all  public  lands  vvithdra'vm.  or  reserved 
for^oYfer  development  (ppo  10193.1  102l6-7)o 

15*  RECLAI/iA^^Rj  IRRIGATION^  Passed  with  amendments  H«  R»  5381,  to  sur>plemej?(!t  the 
Federal  l^clamation  lavi/s  by  providing  for  Federal  cooperation  in  non-^deral 
projects  and  for  participation  by  ncn-Federal  agencies  in  Federal  prtfjeotso 
The  amendme^^^s  consisted  of  inserting  the  language  of  S.->  2jl|i4.2  for  t^Jmt  of  the 
House  bill,  \Senate  conferees  were  appointed*  (pp©  10207*15®) 

Passed  ov^,  at  the  request  of  Sen*  Bible,  H.  K.  l4.t)D3,  "Co  aAr^iliorize  the 
construction  ofSthe  Trinity  liver  division.  Central  Valley  proi^t  (p.  IOI9U)© 
Passed  as  re^rted  So  1818,  to  limit  the  amount  of  land  oif  Federal  irriga¬ 
tion  projects  whi(^  may  be  exchanged  under  the  act  of  August/13,  1953  (op* 

IOI9I+-5) 

Sens*  Morse  and  Neuberger  inserted  various  articles  letters  supporting 
the  high  dam  project  the  HelHs  Canyon  Iffiam  project  (pp*  10206“7j  10221-3)* 


l6*  I'jiATER  COMPACTS,  Passed  wii 
tion  of  compact  by  Calif, 
Paver  (p,  10196), 


lout  amendment  H.  R,  358? »  Authorizing  the  negotia- 
id  AriZo  relative  to  the /raters  of  the  Klamath 


17,  FAOe  Prssed  over,  at  the  reque^  of  Sen.,  Ellend^,  S*  J,  Res,  97j  to  increase 


the  limitation  on  the  U«  S. 
tion  (p*  10196)0 


dont^ibution  to  tlw  Food  and  Agriculture  Organiza- 


18,  ROADS,  Sen*  Kuchel  expressed  his  regl\et  tljAt  Congress  did  not  enact  a  Federal- 
aid  highivay  construction  bill  this  se^is 

19*  I'HEAT,  Sen*  Flanders  suggested  dropping  t)ags  of  Yvheat  on  the  Chinese  mainland 
to  alleviate  the  famine  and  influence  the  \ooroaching  diplomatic  negotiations 
(op,  10152-3)© 


20*  EXPENDITURES  o  Sene.  Payne  oommen^d  the  recent 
prepared  by  Sen*  Byrd  (pp.  lOliX-6), 


report  on  Government  exoenditures 


[  71,  HEALTH,  Sen*  ''"iley  inserted  Aeports  of  the  Public  lifealth  Service  and  private 
c:>  groups  on  the  problCTi  of  h^lth  in  the  rural  areas  ^d  efforts  made  to  provide 
better  health  services  (py,  10153”'^) ' 

22.  STRATEGIC  IM.TERIALS,  Seh,  Malone  submitted  a  report  on  the  accessibility  of 
strategic  and  critic^  materials  to  the  United  States  in  \njme  of  ''Arar  and  for 
our  expanding  econow.  The  report  describes  the  economic  ^ructure  of  the 
214.  nations  of  the  ^stern  Hemisphere  and  the  investment  climate  Ydthin  those 
countries  (S,  Doq^  83)(n*  IOI83). 

23*  NOJIINATIONSb  (yfnfimed  the  nomination  of  Francis  Wilcox  as  Assis\^nt  Secretary 
of  State  (pn  / 10180-2) o 

2i4.«  LEGISLATIVE  PR  OGRAJ'-I.  The  Majority  Leader  scheduled  for  consideratioh\l'ri. , 

July  29,/xhe  folloY/ing  measures:  H.  R.  6373^  to  amend  the  Domestic  Minerals 
PrograiyExtension  Act  of  1953  (which  was  made  the  unfinished  business) R. 
U663,Ao  authorize  the  construction  of  the  Trinity  River  division.  Centre 
Vall/y  Reclamation  project;  S,  J,  Res.  97*  to  increase  U.  S.  contribution  \o 


thEF'^0;  2,  2U02f  to  amend  sec.  8  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  o: 

29,  1930  (pp.  10221,  10195,  10219). 


HOUSE 


25*  FARM-CMY  "IfnEEK*  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  mth  amencJment  H.  Jo 

317,  d^ignating  the  last  week  in  October  of  each  year  as  National  Farm^ity 

Week  (H?^ept*  1351)  (p«  10334)* 


260  CCC*  The  Ba^^Mng  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment  R.  7541# 
to  increase  t^e  borrowing  power  of  the  CCC  from  4>10  billion  to  s>l2 Million 

(h.  Kept.  155^  (p«  10334) f 


27»  SUGAR.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  providing  for  consideration 
of  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  e^end  the  Sugar  Act  of  1943  (p*  10325)* 


28.  HOUSING.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  providiyrfg  for  consideration 
of  S.  2126,  the  housing  bill  (p.  10522)* 


29.  FOREIGN  AID*  Both  Houses\agreed  to  the  conference  rep^  on  H.  R.  7224,  the 
mutual  security  appropria^on  bill  for  195^,  aot^  on  amendments  in  dis¬ 

agreement  (ppo  16167-73,  lOS^l-2).  This  bill  will  be  sent  to  the  ^resi¬ 
dent* 


3O0  TRADE  AGREEIi'iENTSo  Both  Houses  ^ceived  a  Tariff/Commission  report  oil  the 
operation  of  the  trade  agreement\  program,  Juw  1953  to  Juno  1954;  "to  S« 


34. 


Finance  and  H.  T''ays  and  Means  Comittees  (p^.  10137 ,  10334)  o 


31.  MINIMUM  WAGE.  Received  the  conference,  report  on  S.  2l66,  to  amend  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1936  so  as  to  OToyade  for  an  increase  to  vl  ii^  "^be 
minimum  wage  provisions  (H.  Rept*  156l'X(pp.  10320-l)o 


52*  PERSONNEL*  The  Pest  Office  and  CiviVoerv^e  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  3255,  bo  amend  the  Clas^f icati^  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  provide 
protection  for  Government  offieexys  and  employes  from  loss  of  basic  compensa¬ 
tion  resulting  from  reclassif  ic^ion  of  their ''positions  (H.  Kept.  1557) 
TFr'l033i^). 


33*  farm  INCOIWIE*  Rep*  Deane  diseased  possibilities  fdr  increasing  per  capita  ^ 

farm  income  in  N.  C.  and  offered  suggestions  for  a^icultural  development  in  (. 
that  State  (pp.  10328-32)/ 


EMPLOYEE  BONDING*  Receded  the  conference  report  on  H.  4776,  to  provide 
for  the  purchase  of  '^nds  to  cover  officers  and  employeeX.  of  the  Government 
(pp.  10322-5).  The/6ouse  conferees  included  the  following  in  their  statement: 

"The  Gonferenc^  substitute  provides,  in  general,  (l)  foie  the  mandatory 
purchase  of  surety  bonds  to  cover  civilian  officers  and  employees  and  military 
personnel  of  ea^  department  and  independent  establishment  in^he  executive 
branch  ...  wheyare  required  to  be  bonded  by  law  or  by  administiXtive  decision, 
and  (2)  for  yne  discretionary  purchase  of  surety  bonds  to  cover  uhose  officers 
and  employe^  in  the  legislative  and  judicial  branches  of  the  FedOTal  Govern¬ 
ment  with /espect  to  whom  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  legislat^e  and 
judicial /branches  deem  it  advisable  to  require  the  purchase  of  suretV  bonds. 

respect  to  the  executive  branch,  the  conference  substitute  wovides 
that  the  head  of  each  department  and  independent  establishment  shall  obtain 
and  procure  blanket,  position  schedule,  or  other  types  of  surety  bonds  tc 
ooyjer  those  civilian  officers  and  employees  and  military  personnel  of  sucl 
d^artment  or  establishment  \'iho  are  required,  by  law  or  administrative  rulil 
.0  be  bonded.  It  is  required  that  such  bonds  shall  be  obtained  and  procured' 
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m  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  28, 1955 

Mr.  Trijible,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  biU  (H.  R.  7030)  to 

5  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and 

6  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points  of  order  against  such  hill 

7  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 

8  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one 

9  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 

10  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 

11  ture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

12  minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the 
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intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the  substitute  amendment 
recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  now  in  the 
bill,  and  such  substitute  for  the  purpose  of  amendment  shall 
be  considered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill. 
At  the  conclusion  of  such  consideration  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any  member  may  demand 
a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of  the  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  com¬ 
mittee  substitute.  The  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 
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13  •  FAH^PROGRAM.  Sen.  Symington  charged  "political  manipulation  in  the  farm  pro- 
gr^in  Missouri’;  and  Sen.  Humphrey  joined  him  in  the  statement  (pp. 10519-29) 

14*  WATER  Pollution,  sen.  Duff  urged  "water-^ollution  control  as"  a  means  of  con; 
ing  watto  (pp.  10529-30). 


rv- 


15.  farm  CRED] 
10546). 


H.  R.  5168,  the  FCA  bill,  was  made  the  unfinished  business'  (p. 


HOUSE  -  July  2Q 


16,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  Received  the  conference  s^ort  on  H.  R, 

7278  (pp.  10460-4. K  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  statement  shn^ng  actions  on 
the  USDA  items  in  tKLs  bill. 

17.  HOUSING.  Passed,  396  '^3,  S.  2126,  the  housing  bill,  witl/an  amendment  by  Rep. 


y 


Wolcott  in  the  nature  o\a  substitute  (pp.  10404-43). 
which  was  agreed  to  by  aVote  of  217  to  188,  does  not 
continuation  of  the  farm  housing  program  which  has 
stration  by  this  DepartraenbX  House  and  Senate  confe, 
10443,  10505). 


Wolcott  araendm.ent, 
elude  the  provision  for 
authorized  for  admini- 
ees  were  appointed  (pp. 


18.  SUGAR.  Agreed  to  a  resolution/provide  fer  debate  on  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  (pp.  10445-6), 


13.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Began  debate  on^ 
Production  Act  (pp.  10445-50). 

20.  FARM  LABOR.  Agreed  to  the  conference  re] 
a  3'i’  year  extension  (until  June  30,  1' 
relieves  employers  of  double 
Mexico  where  the  employer  has  paid 
not  return  and  is  later  apprehe 
is  to  obtain  information  on  the 
Tiage  rates,  and  labor  shortage 
workers  to  be  imported  (p.  10, 


7^0,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Defense 


t  on  H.  R.  3^2,  which  provides  for 
of  the  Bfexican  farm-labor  program, 
foiS.the  cost  of  returning  a  worker  to 
foi^uch  movement  but  the  Ifexican  does 
and  spe^fies  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
domestic  workers,  prevailing 
area,  th^  post  publicly  the  number  of 
This  bill  wi^  now  be  sent  to  the  President^ 


vailability 


21.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Agr 

ize  the  Secretary  of  Agri/dulture 
Governor,  to  distribute 
using  Sec.  32  funds  li/ited 
now  be  sent  to  the 


to  the  conference  repoi 


until  June  30, 
the  State  wheat  flour 
million 


195' 

and 


to 


year  (p 


on  H.  R.  2851,  to  author- 
upon  request  of  a  State 
^rn  meal  owned  by  CCC 
i.C2).  This  bill  will 


jsident , 


22.  PERSONNEL.  House 
to  the  States  fo; 
(pp.  10444-5). 


)nferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  4048,  ma^nng  recommendations 
legislation  to  permit  and  assist  Federal  p^sonnel  to  vote 


23.  water  RESOURG^.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  3990,  to  authorize 

the  Interior  Department  to  investigate  and  report  to  Congress  on  OTojects  for 
the  consewation,  development,  and  utilization  of  water  resources  oX  Alaska 
(ppo  103^-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

24,  PERSONJJEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  7618,  to  increase  annuities  of  retied 
emp^yees  by  12^  on  the  first  $1,500  and  8%  thereafter  up  to  $4,000,  wit\a 
gr^ual  reduction  in  the  increases  until  they  end  on  Dec.  31,  1957  (pp. 

>395-6). 


25yWATER  COMPACT,  Passed  as  reported  S.  2660,  consenting  to  a  compact  among  Ark.) 


Tex*, 


La^y/and  Okla*  regarding  Red  River  basin  waters  (po  10395)* 

["he  Public  Works  Corraidttee  reported  with  amendments  H*  R*  6256,  consenyTn^j' 
to  a  (^mpact  of  Kans.  and  Okla.  regarding  Arkansas  River  Basin  waters  (H. 

1592  )(]\  10466), 


26.  RECIAHATIor^  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  5881,  to  provide  for 
Federal  co(^ration  in  non-Federal  reclamation  projects,  etc.  (p.  10^5). 
Senate  confe^es  were  appointed  July  28®  / 

Rep.  Pfo^  spoke  in  favor  of  the  Hells  Canyon  project  (p,  lOAlK). 
Received  fiwm  the  Interior  Department  a  report  on  the  Venti^  project, 
Calif.  (H«  Doc.  3^)|  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee/tp.  j.0465)* 
The  Interior  ^and  Insular  Affairs  Coimnittee  reported  with^t  amendment 


S.  180,  to  authori!^  the  Washita  River  Basin  project,  Olcla. 
10466). 


W 


Rept,  1582  )(p.  li 


27.  SlUPLUS  PROPERTY;  CIVIL^pENSE.  Passed  as  reported  H.  ^  7227,  to  amend  the  , 
Federal  Property  and  Adm^istrative  Services  Act  of  19^  so  as  to  authorize  ^ 
disposal  of  surplus  propei^y  for  civil  defense  purpos^  (pp*  10396-7). 


1 


28.  PROPERTY;  TAXATION.  Passed  w^hout  amendment  H.  Ry^l82,  to  amend  the  Federal  ^ 
Property  and  Administrative  Se^^ces  Act  so  as  to/iaake  temporary  provision  for  ""I 
pay^nts  in  lieu  of  taxes  with\espect  to  certa^  real  property  transferred  by  ^ 
RFC  to  other  Government  departmeSts  (pp.  10397A01).  \ 


29.  FARM-CITY  V/EEK.  Rep.  Ashmore  requested  cons^eration  of  H.  J.  Res.  317,  to 
provide  for  Farm-City  Week,  bit  Rep.  \ing,  objected  (p.  10404). 


30.  PUBLIC  LANDS;  FINING,  House  and  SenateN^nferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  100,  | 

to  permit  the  mining,  development,  an^utilization  of  mineral  resources  of  all 
public  lands  withdrawn  or  reserved  f/^  po^r  development  (pp.  10445,  10530). 


31.  RECRGANIZATION;  PAPERV/ORK,  Rep.  Holifield  c:^icized  the  Hoover  Commission  pro¬ 
cedure  in  connection  with  the  stjad^  on  paperw^fk  (pp.  10457-9). 

32,  WILDLIFE  CONSERVATION.  The  Me/Ghant  Iiferine  and  ^sheries  Committee  reported 


without  amendment  S.  756,  t ^authorize  the  approp^ation  of  accumulated  receif  'l 
in  the  Federal-aid  wildlif^restoration  fimd  (K.  Rept.  1756) (p®  IO466), 


33.  LIBRARY  SERVICES,  The  E^cation  and  Labor  Committee  r^orted  without  amendment 
H.  R,  2840,  to  promoteyr-he  further  development  of  public  library  service  in 
rural  areas  (H.  Rept /1587) (p.  IO466).  \ 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  -  July  29 


34.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Utt  inserted  the  testimonjr  of  Oscar  L,  Chapman  on  the  sugar  bill 
(pp.  A5612-14). 


35.  TOBACCO.  R^.  Lankford  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  purchase  oAswiss  pro¬ 
ducts  so  a®  to  enable  the  Swiss  to  purchase  American  tobacco  (p. 


36,  PERSONl'i^,  Rep,  Hoffman  inserted  a  Saturday  Evening  Post  article, 
Boar(^ Can  Err,  but  We  Still  Need  Them'>(p.  A5622). 


37.  FARy  PR0(2lAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Democratic  Digest  article  chargi 
"iiL edges  and  hedges”  regarding  the  farm  program  by  the  administration 

^5624-5). 
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las?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
helt^  none  and  appoints  the  following 
confM*ees:  Messrs.  Burleson,  Ashmore, 
and  MWrano. 

MINING,  Bl^ELOPMENT,  AND  UTILI¬ 
ZATION  ^  MINERAL  RESOURCES 
OP  PUBLl\  LANDS  WITHDRAWN 

OR  RESERVle^  FOR  POWER  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT 

Mr.  ENGLE.  mIl  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  ^  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  biN  (H.  R.  100)  to 
permit  the  mining,  dev^opment,  and 
utilization  of  the  mineral  resources  of  all 
public  lands  withdrawn  or  ^served  for 
power  development,  and  for  ^her  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendm^s,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  amendments  of  the^'Senate 
and  agree  to  the  conference  asl^  by 
the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Engle,  Aspinall, 
Rogers  of  Texas,  Saylor,  and  Young. 


STEPHAN  SWAN  OGLETREE 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  6232)  to 
include  as  Spanish -American  War  serv¬ 
ice  under  laws  administered  by  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  certain  service 
rendered  by  Stephen  Swan  Ogletree  dur¬ 
ing  the  Spanish-American  War,  with 
Senate  amendment  thereto  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  “That,  for  the  purpose  of  laws  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
it  shall  be  considered  that  Stephan  Swan 
Ogletree  was  honorably  discharged  from  Com¬ 
pany  G,  Second  Regiment  Alabama  Volunteer 
Infantry,  after  having  rendered  at  least 
70  days  active  military  service  therein  dur¬ 
ing  the  Spanish-American  War.  No  benefit 
shall  be  afforded  hereunder  for  any  periody 
prior  to  the  date  of  receipt  of  an  applicatioji 
therefor  filed  subsequent  to  the  date  of 
actment  of  this  act.’’ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objec^n  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemaja  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  viKs  concurred 
in;  a  motion  to  reconsidgr  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

COMMISSIONEET  OP  ATOMIC 
ENERGY  Gi<^MISSION 

Mr.  DURHAMr  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  comiCnt  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  o^he  bill  (H.  R.  7684)  to 
authorize  tj^  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion  to  paa^he  salary  of  a  Commissioner 
during  thre  recess  of  the  Senate,  and  for 
other  QMposes. 

Thgr Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
COLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
right  to  object,  will  the  gentleman 


from  North  Carolina  give  a  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  DURHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
simply  permits  the  President  to  pay  the 
salary  of  a  Commissioner  to  fill  a  va¬ 
cancy  at  the  present  time,  provided  ap¬ 
pointment  is  made  as  an  interim  ap¬ 
pointment.  It  also  contains  a  provision 
dealing  with  certain  information  regard¬ 
ing  the  Commissioners. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — ■ 

AUTHORIZATION 

Section  1.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  June  7,  1924  (  43  Stat.  699; 
5  U.  S.  C.  56),  the  United  States  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  is  authorized  to  pay  the 
salary  of  any  person  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  during  the  recess  of  the  Senate  to  fill 
the  presently  existing  vacancy  on  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission:  Provided,  That  a  nomi¬ 
nation  to  fill  such  vacancy  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Senate  not  later  than  40  days  after 
.the  commencement  of  the  next  succeeding 
^ssion  of  the  Senate. 

LIMITATION 

2.  ’The  authority  granted  in  section . 
hereol  shall  not  extend  beyond  the  rec^s 
of  the^enate  next  following  the  session  of 
Congres^^uring  which  this  act  is  en^^ted. 

Sec.  8.  IJhe  first  sentence  of  secti^  21  of 
of  the  AtoiiSe  Energy  Act  of  1954  isy^ended 
to  read  as  fallows:  “Each  memwCr  of  the 
Commission,  iftcluding  the  Ch£i>nnan,  shall 
have  equal  resptmsibility  ancL/Authorlty  in 
all  decisions  and^tions  of  tyk  Commission, 
shall  have  full  acce^  to  all/information  re¬ 
lating  to  the  perfornumce  in  his  duties  or  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  and  shaXjTOve  one  vote.’’ 

The  bill  was  ord^e^l  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  tme,  w^  read  the  third 
time,  and  passedyand  a  niKj;ion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  oil  the  table. 


COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 

Mr.  BJ^ATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker/^  ask 
unanii^us  consent  that  the  ComraRtee 
on  Public  Works  may  have  until  mid- 
nigM  tonight  to  file  a  report  on  the  M 
H.A  7596. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


HOUR  OP  MEETING  JULY  30 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
tomorrow  at  10:30  o’clock  a.  m. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDING  THE  DEFENSE  PRODUC¬ 
TION  ACT  OP  1950,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  320,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 


Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  thl^ 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  th^ 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of /the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  thy  bill 
(H.  R.  7470)  to  amend  the  Defense  yoduc- 
tion  Act  of  1950,  as  amended.  Aftejrgeneral 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  y  the  bill, 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceeyl  hour,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  contnwled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minomy  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
the  bill  shall  be  read  for  ynendment  under 
the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  hfll  for  amendment, 
the  committee  shall  ^e  and  report  the  bill 
to  the  House  with  siyh  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted^  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  co^dered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  Inter-yning  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recon/mit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
adoptionr  of  House  Resolution  320  will 
make  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  yR.  R.  7470)  to  amend  the  Defense 
Promiction  Act  of  1950,  as  amended. 
House  Resolution  320  provides  for  an 
Den  rule  with  1  hour  of  general  debate 
'on  the  bill. 

Ml’.  Speaker,  this  bill  would  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  Defense  Production 
Act  to  the  close  of  June  30,  1956.  As  the 
report  indicates  the  necessity  for  the 
extension  of  this  act  lies  in  the  fact  that 
the  country  is  still  engaged  in  mobiliza¬ 
tion  and  defense  programs  and  it  is  im¬ 
perative  that  the  program  be  continued. 

The  bill  has  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 
without  amendment  and  the  committee 
report  complies  with  the  Ramseyer 
Rule. 

Since  the  rule  is  an  open  one  and 
therefore  the  bill  would  be  open  for 
amendment  I  hope  that  the  House  will 
adopt  House  Resolution  320  which  will 
make  consideration  of  H.  R.7470  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  of  my 
time  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Allen]. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  reserve  my  time. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDING  AND  EXTENDING  THE 
SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  328  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  all  points  of  order  against  such  bill  are 
hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5 -minute  rule.  It 
shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the 
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intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  now  in  the  bill, 
and  such  substitute  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  shall  be  considered  under  the 
5-mlnute  rule  as  an  original  bill.  At  the 
conclusion  of  such  consideration  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and  any  member  may  demand 
a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of  the 
amendments  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  to  the  bill  or  committee  substitute. 
The  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  Intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit  with 
or  without  Instructions, 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen],  and  at  this 
time  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 


July  29 


Mr.  Speaker,  as  indicated  by  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  resolution,  it  makes  in  order 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7030,  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  know  of  no  opposition  to  this  rule.  It 
makes  in  order  consideration  of  the  bill 
H.  R.  7030.  Certain  comments  were 
made  in  regard  to  three  amendments 
that  might  be  offered,  but  I  shall  not  go 
into  that  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered,  r 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  j 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDING  THE  DEFENSE  PRODUC¬ 
TION  ACT  OF  1950,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7470)  to  amend  the 
Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7470,  with  Mr. 
Sheppard  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill.  > 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  ream¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  J^yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  woc^  extend 
the  Defense  Production  Act  another 
year.  The  Defense  Product^  Act  is  an 
emergency  act.  It  was  enacted  during 
the  Korean  war,  and  th^only  justifica¬ 
tion  for  its  continual^  is  that  there 
still  is  an  emergency^  I  think  we  can 
all  agree  to  that.  T^e  world  is  in  such 
an  unsettled  statythat  we  have  to  be 
constantly  prepan^  for  any  emergency; 
that  we  must  ^ep  the  administrative 
machinery  in  deration  so  it  will  not  be 
hard  to  continue  it  in  its  full  vigor  if  we 
need  it. 

TOe  Drf^nse  Production  Act  now  con¬ 
tains  on^  three,  titles  relating  to  alloca¬ 
tions  ^d  priorities,  defense  production 
assismnce,  and  administrative  provi¬ 


sions.  The  bill  makes  few  changes  in 
the  act.  The  administration  has  asked 
for  the  services  of  men  who  have  special 
skills,  who  work  without  compensation. 
Many  of  these  are  men  who  have  vast 
holdings  in  various  enterprises  that 
might  confiict  with  their  duties  to  their 
Government.  These  men  have  not  been 
under  very  close  supervision.  They 
have  largely  exercised  their  judgment 
without  the  strict  control  that  it  seems 
to  me  should  be  exerted  over  them.  A 
man  certainly  cannot  serve  two  masters, 
and  we  are  told  that  where  a  man’s 
treasure  is  there  his  heart  is  also.  So, 
we  have  placed  restrictions  upon  these 
gentlemen.  We  have  provided  that  they 
should  divulge  their  holdings  to  the  heads 
of  their  agencies  and  they  should  not 
make  any  policy  decisions.  Some  people 
have  said  that  a  good  man  would  resent 
these  requirements:  that  he  would  not 
ome  here  to  serve.  But,  I  am  quite 
^•e  that  a  man  who  was  imbued  with  a 
periotic  spirit  and  a  desire  to  serve 
wouid  be  glad  to  have  such  restrictions 
impofed  on  all  w.  o.  c.’s,  because  if  there 
is  any  >i-each  of  duty  or  any  unfaithful¬ 
ness  orr^he  part  of  anyone,  the  tain5 
falls  on  ^  So,  we  have  proposed  sor 
strong  pro^sions  that  will  protect  Jttie 
interests  of\the  Government  if  ymen 
should  seek  t^nrich  themselves  ^  pre¬ 
tending  to  servVtheir  Governm^t. 

Mr.  CELLER.  \dr.  Chairmajji;  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SPENCE.  iVield  to/the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York\ 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  ha\e/read  carefully 
the  bill  the  committee  ^ported  out.  and 
it  does  make  a  sincer^flort  to  curb  the 
operations  of  those  yno  haw  dual  loyal¬ 
ties  or  w.  o.  c.’s,  without  coSjpensation, 
those  whom  we^alled  in  tne  Second 
World  War  "donar-a-year  meV”  But, 
in  the  inquir^hat  the  House  O^mit- 
tee  on  the  J^iciary  has  made,  evidence 
has  been  ajmuced  to  show,  for  exai^ple, 
that  the  Director  of  the  Business  Defense 
Services/Administration — which  is  a  sue 
cessoryto  the  old  NPA — in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  has  ruled  that 
w.  A  c.’s  may  be  heads  of  divisions, 
ere  are  25  divisions  in  the  Depart- 
ent  of  Commerce,  and  15  of  those  divi¬ 
sion  heads  are  w.  o.  c.’s.  These  division 
heads  pass  upon  or  recommend  on  mat¬ 
ters  of  tax  amortization,  matters  of 
quotas,  matters  of  preferred  treatment. 
Government  specifications  in  contracts, 
and,  in  addition,  they  control  scores  and 
scores  of  civilian  employees.  Now,  the 
head  of  the  Business  and  Defense  ^rv- 
ices  Administration,  Mr.  Honeywell,  said 
that  a  head  of  a  division  should  be  a 
w.  o.  c.  He  at  least  prefers  w.  o.  c.’s  to 
head  divisions.  He  has  made  that  de¬ 
cision  and  could  make  that  decision  even 
with  the  passage  of  the  bill  that  the 
gentleman  reported  out.  I  am  of  the 
opinion — and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
is — that  the  head  of  such  a  division  is  in 
a  policymaking  position  in  view  of  what 
his  duties  are.  If  he  is  in  a  poUcymak- 
ing  position  the  w.  o.  c.  should  not  be 
employed.  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
not  to  place  in  a  policymaking  position 
w.  o.  c.’s,  but  Mr.  Honeywell  and  Mr. 
Weeks  have  already  decided  w.  o.  c.’s 
may  be  the  heads  of  divisions.  In  other 


words,  the  gentleman’s  bill  will  not  pre^ 
vent  them  from  doing  just  that.  TJ 
Department  of  Commerce  heads  deter¬ 
mine  what  is  or  what  is  not-  a  policy¬ 
making  position.  They  determine  in 
advance  that  a  head  of  a  divisioi^s  non¬ 
policymaking.  An  amendment  might 
well  be  offered  to  the  effect  tJrJat  a  divi¬ 
sion  head  is  a  policymaking  ijosition  and 
cannot  be  filled  by  any  wya  c. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  I  yield  S^inutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas /Mr.  Palm  an]. 

EMPLOYEES  WITHOXT^ COMPENSATION 

Mr.  PATMAN,  ^r.  Chairman,  this 
bill  permits  the  continuance  of  w.  o.  c.’s 
without  compenration.  During  World 
War  I  the  G^mment  permitted  the 
use  of  dol^-a-year  men.  During 
World  War  ill  the  use  of  dollar-a-year 
men  was  /gain  permitted.  When  the 
Korean  war  commenced  in  1950,  I  be¬ 
lieve  iryeither  October  or  November  of 
that  year.  President  Truman  asked  for 
the  passage  of  this  act,  the  Defense  Pro- 
duotion  Act.  It  permitted  the  use  of 
vf/o.  c.’s  without  compensation.  He  re- 
tricted  their  activities  to  a  certain  ex- 
'tent  and  it  was  intended  that  it  apply 
only  during  the  war  or  a  great  national 
emergency.  That  was  the  purpose  of  the 
use  of  w.  o.  c.’s. 

You  cannot  justify  their  use  any  other 
way.  Let  us  remember  that  in  1953 
when  the  extension  of  this  act  was  again 
requested  by  President  Eisenhower,  Mr. 
Truman’s  order  continued  as  it  was  be¬ 
fore  for  the  last  2  years,  it  extended  the 
act  until  1955.  It  expired  June  30,  1955 
but  a  continuing  resolution  extends  it 
to  July  30,  1955.  It  is  a  simple  question 
now,  and  the  question  is.  Shall  we  in 
time  of  peace  permit  the  use  of  people  in 
Government  service  who  have  a  conflict 
of  interests  and  who  have  a  personal  ax 
to  grind,  a  selfish  ax  to  grind.  In  other 
words,  whom  will  they  serve?  Will  they 
serve  their  Government  or  will  they 
serve  the  corporation  that  pays  them  a 
salary.  That  is  the  question  involved 
here. 

I  have  a  simple  amendment  to  this 
fill,  that  is  really  just  one  word,  just  the 
)rd  “not,”  so  it  in  effect  will  read  that 
tH^  shall  not  be  permitted. 

L  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair- 
man,\yill  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  l^TMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Bito'WN  of  Georgia.  The  gentle¬ 
man  men^ns  the  word  “not.”  If  this 
word  “nof’Ns  inserted  in  the  bill  it  will 
practically  knl  the  effect  of  the  bill.  You 
have  to  have  i^me  of  these  $l-a-year 
men.  We  hav^^orrected  the  situation 
mentioned  by  th^entleman  by  placing 
many  amendmentsUn  the  bill,  and  I  do 
not  see  how  anybod\  could  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  Government  under  the 
amendments  we  have  p^  in  this  bill.  Of 
course,  you  have  to  give^e  Administra¬ 
tor,  Dr.  Flemming,  who  is  one  of  the 
finest  men  I  know  anywh^,  the  tools 
with  which  to  carry  out  his  cGties.  In¬ 
serting  the  word  “not”  meai\  that  he 
cannot  carry  out  these  duties. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  We  will  not  h/fe  any 
w.  o.  c.’s,  that  is  what  I  mean  b^^his. 

This  amendment  is  to  strike  outSall 
the  language  beginning  on  page  4,  line  7, 
and  all  of  pages  5,  6,  7,  and  on  page  8, 
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pri^te  citizens,  as  advocates  of  the  free  en- 
terpA^e  system — yes,  as  members  of  a  cap¬ 
italistic  team — to  meet  those  demands 
througlNhe  free  enterprise  system.  If  that 
demand  iCnot  met  by  you  as  private  prac¬ 
ticing  phj^ians.  or  by  you  as  groups  of 
private  practCing  physicians,  then  It  will  be 
done  for  you  Br  the  Federal  Government. 

That  is  the  ^story  of  this  Nation  and 
nothing  you  or  Ac®*'  stop  it.  It  is 

only  what  you  an^I  do  to  fill  the  needs  of 
the  people  through^toe  free  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  that  that  systenAwill  continue  to  exist 
as  we  know  it.  \ 

It  is  for  you  to  decid^^  leaders  in  your 
communities,  as  men  respeirted  and  loved  by 
your  patients,  your  friends.^id  your  neigh¬ 
bors,  as  to  where  and  how  ami  when  we  are 
going  ahead.  It  can  be  don^^y  direction 
of  the  Federal  Government  or  it  (^n  be  done 
through  the  free  enterprise  systerk  and  the 
cooperation  of  the  Federal  Government,  but 
as  sure  as  I  am  standing  here  today,  iflwill  be 
done.  \ 

You  will  have  to  make  the  choice — and  I 
believe  I  know  what  your  choice  will  be.\ 


In  Expression  of  Gratitude 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OP 

HON.  STEVEN  B.  DEROUNIAN 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  1955 

Mr.  DEROUNIAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
the  occasion  of  his  meeting  with  the 
Honorable  Herbert  C.  Hoover,  Jr.,  the 
Under  Secretary  of  State,  His  Grace, 
Archbishop  Mampre  Calfayan,  primate 
of  the  Armenian  Church  in  North  Amer¬ 
ica,  presented  the  following  scroll  of 
gratitude ; 

In  Expression  of  Gratitcde 

On  the  happy  occasion  of  our  meeting  with 
representatives  of  the  Secretary  of  State, 
and  on  behalf  of  the  Armenian  Church  In 
the  United  States  under  the  venerable  Holy 
See  in  Etchmiadzin,  with  48  authorized 
parishes  and  approximately  100,000  pa¬ 
rishioners,  may  we  again  voice  our  expression 
of  gratitude  for  the  freedoms  and  oppor¬ 
tunities  granted  us  as  citizens  by  birth  or 
by  naturalization;  reiterate  our  devotion  and 
loyalty  to  the  principles  of  our  Republic; 
and  pledge  to  resist  any  and  all  enemies,  bothr 
from  within  and  without,  which  with  aggr^- 
sive  intent,  may  seek  to  attack  our  belied 
country.  / 

While  many  Americans  of  Armenlai^rigln 
are  bound  by  ties  of  blood  and  s^timent 
with  their  brethren  in  their  ances^al  home¬ 
land  in  Armenia,  the  attachme^  is  one  of 
filial  kinship.  On  behalf  of  m^fiock  in  the 
United  States  I  can  assure  Xhe  Secretary 
of  State  that  there  can  be  iio  doubt  what¬ 
soever  as  to  the  loyalty  of  nrfy  people,  in  time 
of  peace  or  in  time  of  st^ss.  The  spirit  of 
allegiance  has  taken  root  deep  in  our  hearts. 
We  are  Americans.  Oinrloyalty  is  unreserved¬ 
ly  bound  to  the  bes^nterests  of  the  United 
States,  now  and  fmrever. 

Our  divine  ml^try  commands  us  to  seek 
the  ways  of  pea^  and  not  those  of  war.  We 
therefore  prayF  for  the  fulfillment  of  the 
devout  wish JK  our  President  Elsenhower,  “to 
live  in  peacif  with  all  the  world,  to  commune 
with  thenC  to  learn  from  their  culture  as 
they  myf  learn  from  ours  •  •  •  so  that  our 
sons  mSy  stay  at  home,  the  products  of  our 
toil  be  used  for  our  schools  and  roads 
an^^hurches,  and  not  for  guns  and  planes 
auxT  tanks  and  ships  of  war.” 


Respectfully  presented  on  this  19th  day  of 
July  1955  in  Washington,  D.  C. 

Archbishop  Mampre  Calfayan. 
Primate  of  the  Armenian  Church  in 
North  America. 


Bishop’s  Sermon  at  Ruma  Details  the 
Dignity  and  Duties  of  the  Religious 
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Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  His  Excel¬ 
lency  the  Most  Reverend  Albert  R.  Zero- 
weste,  D.  D.,  bishop  of  Belleville,  Ill,  de¬ 
livered  a  sermon  at  the  Ruma,  Ill., 
Motherhouse.  Ruma,  Ill.,  is  located  in 
Yny  congressional  district,  and  I  am 
j^appy  to  include  in  -the  official  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  Bishop  Zeroweste’s  ser- 
mc^  j 

Tl^^ sermon  follows:  / 

“You^iave  not  chosen  me,  but  I  lywe 
chosen  wu,  and  have  appointed  you ywiat 
you  shoulcWgo  and  bear  fruit  and  Voef  your 
fruit  shoulck  remain.”  (John  15: 

Right  Reve^nd  Monsignori,  Very^everend 
and  Reverend\Pathers,  Revereim  Mother, 
Dear  Sisters  and^eloved  in  ChrUif : 

We  extend  congratulations  yS  all  the  par¬ 
ticipants  in  toda^  beau^ful  ceremony. 
Your  hearts  are  fille(^rith  ^y  and  gratitude 
as  you  offered  to  Ch^s^^our  mind,  your 
soul  and  whole  being  aro  thus  became  His 
brides.  The  young  v^in^n  just  beginning 
this  dedication  of  ^f  loh|k  forward  with 
trust  knowing  tha^ those  N^o  have  gone 
before  them  have  ^und  joy,  p^ce,  and  con¬ 
tentment  with  Christ.  Those  wm  have  com¬ 
pleted  25  or  solars  in  the  rellgioys  life  have 
already  experl/nced  the  lightness  ^  Christ’s 
burden,  the^weetness  of  His  yoke.  \ 

Since  we^ave  not  here  a  “lasting  c^y  but 
seek  one  Amat  is  to  come,”  we  do  not  eJmect 
perfect  happiness  on. this  earth.  Our  Divme 
Mastejrhas  told  us  that  if  we  would  con^e 
afteyHim  we  should  take  up  our  cross  dail\ 
an^ follow  Him.  But,  in  spite  of  the  daily’ 
coTCses  the  true  religious  finds  a  happiness 
imd  peace  that  the  world  cannot  understand 
mor  enjoy.  "Peace,  I  leave  with  you,  my  peace 
I  give  to  you;  not  as  the  world  gives  do  I 
give  to  you.”  (John  15 :  17.)  Do  not  let  your 
hearts  be  troubled  or  be  afraid.”  (John 
14:  28.)  “In  my  Father’s  house  there  are 
many  mansions.”  “I  am  the  way,  and  the 
truth,  and  the  life.”  (Johnvlil:  12).  “No  one 
comes  to  the  Father  but  through  me.”  These 
familiar  words  of  the  Divine  Master  reecho 
In  your  mind  and  heart  today.  They  are  the 
words  of  divine  truth,  they  are  the  words 
that  gave  you  strength  to  take  the  Important 
step  and  they  are  the  expression  of  Christ’s 
companionship  with  the  true  religious. 

Frequently  you  have  meditated  upon  your 
dignity  and  duties  as  spouses  of  Christ.  And 
like  all  who  are  called  to  His  service  you  have 
at  times  been  disturbed  by  doubts  and  ques¬ 
tions.  You  asked  yourself,  why  should  I 
have  a  religious  vocation?  Why  should  I  be 
privileged  to  be  a  bride  of  Christ?  Am  I 
worthy  of  such  companionship?  The  words 
of  Christ:  "You  have  not  chosen  me,  but  I 
have  chosen  you,”  have  reassured  you,  and 
you  are  worthy  because  Christ  wants  you, 
because  Christ  loves  you. 

It  is  Important  to  remember  this  fact  In 
the  dally  practice  of  your  spiritual  life. 
Christ  wants  you,  Christ  has  called  you,  you 


are  working  for  Christ  and  with  Christ. 
You,  therefore,  never  perform  any  action  oa^ 
fulfill  any  duty  alone.  Christ  is  your  coM^ 
stant  companion.  He  is  with  you  in 
classroom,  at  the  bed  of  the  sick,  lythe 
corridors  of  your  convent;  He  sits  besi^  you 
at  your  desk  and  kneels  beside  youy&t  your 
prayers;  you  do  not  walk  alone,  XAX  Christ 
walks  with  you.  / 

There  is  a  movie  on  voc^ons  called 
God’s  Career  Women.  I  suppo^  many  of  the 
Sisters  have  seen  it.  It  dep^s  the  life  of  a 
young  woman  from  the  Ayf  she  enters  the 
convent  to  begin  her  traimng  in  a  religious 
order.  It  shows  her  in  lyr  work,  her  prayers, 
her  daily  spiritual  exejxises  and  at  recrea¬ 
tion.  The  title,  howler,  to  my  mind,  may 
be  confusing.  In  nrodern  usage  the  career 
woman  has  an  enUrely  different  connotation 
than  our  idea  of ^ligious  career  women.  In 
the  religious  li^  one  must  abandon  all  ca¬ 
reers  as  the ^forld  understands  a  career. 
A  career  fopr God,  yes;  a  career  for  honor, 
glory,  sucoCss  or  worldly  recognition,  no. 
This  doe^iot  mean  that  a  religious  should 
not  use  jfer  natural  talents:  it  does  not  infer 
that  refrain  from  giving  her  best  efforts 
in  f^filling  the  tasks  assigned  to  her.  It 
doei^  however,  demand  that  the  ego  be  sub- 
n^ged  in  the  Christus;  the  bride,  hidden 
^hind  the  personality  of  her  divine  spouse. 

true  reli^ous  must  even  be  forgetful  of 
self.  The  religious  vows  themselves  signify 
the  submission  of  self  to  God  and  to  our 
lawfully  constituted  superiors.  ’True,  it  is 
not  an  easy  undertaking  but  this  submission 
of  ourselves  to  Christ  is  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  for  a  complete  and  happy  religious  life. 
One  can  succeed  only  when  she  has  forgotten 
self  for  Christ  and  takes  as  her  motto  the 
words  of  St.  Paul:  “I  can  do  all  things  in 
him  who  strengthens  me.”  (Philippians 
iv:  13.) 

When  a  religious  learns  this  secret  of 
abandonment  of  self,  she  has  acquired  the 
secret  of  success;  then  she  is  truly  Christ’s 
career  woman.  Remember  there  is  no  career 
of  any  religious  except  the  career  of  becom¬ 
ing  a  saint.  All  other  occupations,  tasks 
or  accomplishments  are  only  rungs  on  the 
ladder  leading  to  this  end.  “We  build  the 
ladder  by  which  we  rise;  from  the  lowly 
earth  to  the  vaulted  skies;  and  we  mount 
to  the  summit  round  by  round,  ‘For  this  is 
the  will  of  God  your  sanctification.’  ”  ('Thes- 
salonians  Iv;  3.)  “’The  Lord  is  faithful,  who 
will  strengthen  you  and  guard  you  from 
evil.”  (2  Thessalonlans  3:  3.) 

The  Master  has  spoken  to  you:  “Come, 
^follow  me.”  You  heard  His  voice  and  ac¬ 
cepted  the  invitation.  You  have  replied: 
“^have  come;  I  have  left  father,  mother, 
honae,  relatives  and  all  things.  You,  my 
spoute,  are  my  way,  my  truth,  my  life. 
Without  you,  dear  spouse,  I  can  do  nothing.” 

FYequent  meditation  on  the  exalted  dig¬ 
nity  of  ^(ur  calling  and  the  richness  of  the 
spiritual  will  not  only  stir  anew  your 
gratitude  f^the  privilege  of  being  Spouses 
of  Christ  but^^ll  also  quicken  your  desires  to 
share  with  otS^rs  the  joy  that  is  yours 
through  rellgiouk  life. 

So  each  day  wMk  along  the  way  of  the 
cross,  the  road  of\sanctity.  It  is  not  an 
Impossible  journey  T^cause  Christ  Invites 
you  and  He  never  aslw  of  us  the  impos¬ 
sible.  “You  therefore  N^e  to  be  perfect, 
even  as  your  Heavenly  Rather  is  perfect.” 
(Matthew  5:  48),  Christ  Invited  you, 

you  have  accepted  the  inviWion  and  now 
you  put  yourself  completely  in^is  care.  He 
offers  grace,  light,  and  streng^  He  draws 
and  guides  you  along  the  labyriiftolne  ways. 
He  is  pursuing  you,  asking  you  t<^^ve  Him 
and  to  give  yourself  in  return  with  x^ility, 
trust,  and  generosity.  X 

Recall  how  much  Jesus  has  loved  you^ow 
He  has  favored  you  in  calling  you  to  the  ^1- 
gious  life.  In  gratitude,  you  must  now 
come  a  saint — there  is  no  other  way  to  serv^ 
And  remember  that  putting  on  Christ  is  the 
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work  of \  lifetime,  tout  a  work  that  must  be 
done  ea^day  because  from  the  first  day 
you  beginX^ir  “  teacher,  nurse,  or  in 

any  other  aXivity  you  must  begin  at  once 
to  form  Chrl\in  others 

I  need  not  ^phasize  the  Important  role 
of  devotion  to  fhe  most  precious  blood  in 
your  striving  foi^anctity.  You  are  dedi¬ 
cated  in  a  very  spec^  manner  to  the  precious 
blood.  Christ’s  missW  on  earth  was  to  shed 
His  blood  for  man’s  Redemption.  This  He 
proclaimed  when  He  Vstituted  the  Holy 
Eucharist.  “And  takln\a  cup.  He  gave 
thanks  and  gave  it  to  theV,  saying:  All  of 
you  drink  of  this;  for  thi\is  my  Wood  of 
the  new  covenant  which  is^eing  shed  for 
many  unto  the  remission  of  slir^’  (Matthew 
26  27  28).  His  blood  seeped  in(p  the  earth 
in’ the  Garden  of  Olives;  during  \he  scourg¬ 
ing  it  was  scattered  on  the  walls  of '^e  pagan 
court;  it  left  a  trail  from  Pilate’s  >court  to 
Calvary;  it  covered  the  hands  andyfiothes 
of  the  executioners  and  claimed  at  least  one 
of  their  number.  And  the  last  drop\was 
drained  from  His  body  when  one  of  the  Mi¬ 
dlers  opened  His  side  with  a  lance,  and  iiH^ 
mediately  there  came  out  blood  and  water, 
(John  19:  34.) 

The  prodigality  with  which  Christ  shed 
His  blood  from  the  beginning  of  His  Agony 
until  His  death  on  the  cross  is  one  of  the 
mysterious  aspects  of  His  passion,  especial¬ 
ly  since  we  know  that  one  drop  of  His  pre¬ 
cious  blood  had  power  to  redeem  countless 
worlds.  This  profuse  shedding  was  another 
proof  of  this  boundless.  Infinite  love. 

As  members  of  this  community  dedicated 
to  adoration  of  the  precious  blood,  be  gen¬ 
erous  as  Christ  was  generous.  I  assure  you 
then  you  will  reach  the  heights  of  sanctity 
and  you  will  walk  worthily  in  the  vocation 
■to  which  you  have  called. 

We  wish  to  congratulate  the  parents  and 
relatives  of  these  brides  of  Christ.  They  also 
have  been  generous  with  Christ  in  giving 
their  own  back  to  God.  Remember  that  the 
Divine  Master  cannot  be  outdone  in  generos¬ 
ity.  Your  reward  will  be  exceedingly  great. 

'We  priests  share  in  the  Joy  and  happiness 
of  this  moment  in  a  special  manner.  The 
pastors  of  these  young  women  are  particu¬ 
larly  pleased  because  one  or  more  among 
their  spiritual  children  have  been  chosen 
to  this  exalted  vocation.  The  rest  of  us 
know  that  our  schools,  institutions  of  chari¬ 
ty  will  continue  because  there  are  young 
women  to  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  the 
Holy  women  who  aided  Christ  when  He  trod 
the  wine  press  of  sorrow  alone. 

Let  all  unite  in  a  hymn  of  praise  and 
thanksgiving  to  the  triune  God  on  this  feat 
day  honoring  the  precious  blood  of  the  Sec¬ 
ond  Person  of  the  Most  Blessed  Trinity. 
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required  to  obtain  a  bachelor  of  science 
degree  and  a  bachelor  of  laws  degree 
from  the  University  of  Houston  and  is 
now  a  practicing  attorney  in  Houston 
and  a  member  of  the  Texas  State  Legis¬ 
lature.  The  story  of  his  achievement 
and  his  personal  triumph  over  his  handi¬ 
cap  is  an  inspiring  one  which  I  commend 
to  all  Members  of  Congress.  It  follows: 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  August  7.— A  37-year-old 
former  marine,  who  was  blinded  by  a  Japa¬ 
nese  hand  grenade  during  the  bitter  fighting 
for  Tarawa  in  World  War  II,  has  been  given 
the  1955  achievement  award  of  the  Blinded 
Veterans  Association  in  recognition  of  his 
personal  accomplishment  and  his  service  to 
the  community. 

The  veteran,  Crlss  Cole,  of  Houston,  Tex., 
who  is  currently  a  member  of  the  Texas 
House  of  Representatives,  received  the  award 
last  night  at  a  banquet  held  at  the  Hotel 
New  Yorker,  the  final  function  of  the  asso¬ 
ciation’s  10th  annual  convention,  which 
opened  on  August  2. 

The  BVA  achievement  award  is  presented 
annually  to  a  blinded  veteran  who  has  been 
^especially  outstanding  in  his  chosen  field  of 
iployment  and  in  his  adjustment  to  dally 
l^ng  as  a  blind  person. 

^spite  his  blindness  and  the  fact  that 
ecoi^mic  circumstances  prevented  him  from^ 
obtaining  much  formal  schooling  before  tl 
war.  Cole  went  through  college  and  Ij 
school  alster  he  was  discharged  from  the Ra¬ 
vines.  Hey^became  a  successful  candidate  for 
the  State  legislature  and  now  engages^n  the 
private  pracUce  of  law  between  se^lons. 

Crlss  Cole  Vas  born  in  Sawyer^>kla.,  in 
1918,  and  is  Aof  10  children.  jRis  family 
moved  to  Sims.^’ex.,  when  heXvas  2  years 
old,  and  he  was  ^sed  in  this^armlng  com¬ 
munity.  With  soViany  movfths  to  feed,  it 
became  necessary  fo^  Colyto  leave  school 
in  the  ninth  grade  ln\rdejAo  help  his  father 
on  the  farm.  At  the  agewf  18  he  Joined  the 
Civilian  Conservation  yOorps  and  spent  20 
months  in  Colorado  amd  ^California. 

In  October  1940  hf  enllstted  in  the  Marine 
Corps  and  served  ^Overseas  m  Iceland,  New 
Zealand,  Guad^anal,  and\  Tarawa.  On 
November  23,  1^3,  he  was  to^lly  blinded 
when  a  Japar^e  hand  grenade\xploded  In 
his  face  on  ^e  beach  at  Tarawa' 


Blinded  Veterans  Association 

Achievement  Award  Goes  to  Heaton, 
Tex.,  Veteran 


Friday,  Jjtly  29,  1955 
Mr.  TEAGUE  qf  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 


I  wish  to  subrm^  for  the  Record  a  news 
release  of  the ^linded  Veterans  Associa¬ 
tion,  Inc.,  \^ich  tells  of  an  award  for 
achievement:  by  that  organization  to  Mr. 
Criss  Coiy_a  blinded  veteran  of  World 
War  n.^feince  he  was  blinded  by  a  Jap¬ 
anese  s^enade  on  Tarawa  during  World 
War  if,  Mr.  Cole  has  completed  all  work 


Cole  was  returned  to  the  United  S^tes  and 
received  ntedlcal  treatment  at  the  l\lladel- 
phla  N^al  Hospital,  being  discharged  on 
Augus^l,  1944.  He  then  went  to  Hoi^on, 
Tex.,^  look  for  a  Job. 

Fw  him,  the  year  1945  proved  momento 
H/^was  engaged  by  the  Reed  Roller  Bit  Co> 
a  bench  worker  and  shortly  after  that 
larried  Joanne  Spica,  whom  he  had  met 
while  he  was  a  patient  at  the  Philadelphia 
Naval  Hospital. 

In  January  1949.  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  authorized  Cole  to  enter  training  to 
become  a  lawyer.  The  veteran  passed  a 
test  entitling  him  to  the  equivalent  of  a  high 
school  diploma  from  the  Texas  State  Board 
of  Education  and  began  his  prelaw  studies 
at  St.  ’Thomas  University  in  Houston. 

Two  years  later,  he  transferred  to  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Houston,  where  he  completed  his 
work  for  a  B.  S.  degree.  He  was  awarded  an 
LL.  B.  degree  from  the  same  university  in 
May  1954,  and  was  named  the  outstanding 
law  student  of  the  year  by  his  fellow  stu¬ 
dents. 

Cole  was  admitted  to  the  bar  in  May  1954, 
and  opened  an  office  in  downtown  Houston. 
At  the  same  time,  he  became  a  candidate  for 
election  to  the  Texas  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 


He  was  elected  by  an  overwhelming  maj 
Jority  that  November. 

Cole  is  active  in  church  and  civic  afia^s. 
He  is  deeply  Interested  in  the  vocationjjr  re¬ 
habilitation  of  the  disabled — ^both  ^^eran 
and  civilian — and  devotes  much  of  hfs  time 
to  addressing  business  groups,  strewing  the 
value  of  utilizing  this  source  of  jwoductive 
manpower.  He  acknowledges  th*  fact  that 
loss  of  sight  is  a  severe  disability,  but  points 
out  that  the  more  efficient  us^  of  other  fac¬ 
ulties  and  resources  enableafa  blind  person 
to  carry  on  a  normal  life.^ils  own  example 
demonstrates  that  a  disajifiity  need  not  be  a 
handicap. 

He  enjoys  fishing  andThorseback  riding  and 
particularly  likes  to  twe  his  two  sons  Dennis, 
8,  and  Warren,  6,  ojT picnics  and  to  the  zoo. 

The  citation  y&ccompanying  the  BVA 
Achievement  A'y/Std  reads  as  follows:  "For 
exemplifying  tbre  principles  of  initiative,  in¬ 
dependence,  and  self-reliance  to  which  the 
Blinded  Vegans  Association  is  devoted.’’ 


Without  a  campaign  manager  or  financial 
backing,  and  making  no  promises.  Cole 
entered  the  campaign  with  a  two-point  plat¬ 
form:  (1)  improvement  of  conditions  at 
State  mental  institutions,  and  (2)  a  reha¬ 
bilitation  program  for  juvenile  delinquents. 


The  Newfnan  Prize  of  $100  which  accom¬ 
panies  tM  award  was  also  presented  to  Cole. 
This  prlM  is  contributed  annually  by  Nathan 
Newm^,  New  York  businessman  and  long- 
tim^rlend  of  the  BVA. 


le  three  Judges  for  this  year’s  Achleve- 
Bnt  Award  were  Dr.  A.  Duane  Beam  of 


5rosse  Point  Farms,  Mich.,  a  prominent  oph- 
'^thalmologist  who  was  in  charge  of  eye 
casualties  at  the  Philadelphia  Naval  Hos¬ 
pital  during  World  War  II;  C.  Warrend  Bled¬ 
soe,  Chief  of  Blind  Rehabilitation,  Veterans’ 
Administration,  Washington,  D.  C.;  and  Peter 
J.  Salmon,  Executive  Director  of  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Home  for  the  Blind,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

In  addition  to  Cole,  the  judges  cited  the 
following  blinded  veterans  for  their  out¬ 
standing  achievements:  Alexander  R.  Bish¬ 
op,  Talladega,  Ala.,  Instructor,  Alabama 
School  for  the  Blind;  Norbert  L.  Cormier, 
Newington,  Conn.,  Veterans’  Employment 
Representative,  Connecticut  State  Employ¬ 
ment  Service:  James  F.  C.  Hyde,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C.,  legislative  analyst,  Bureau  of  the 
Budget:  Edmund  Jemlson,  Basom,  N.  Y., 
social  worker,  Genesee  County  (N.  Y.)  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare;  Thomas  J.  Kennedy 
Jr.,  Baltimore,  Md.,  owner  and  operator  of 
an  office  supply  company;  Harry  J.  Kosmala, 
Chicago,  Ill.,  vending  stand  operator;  Fred 
Krauss  Jr.,  Broomal,  Pa.,  employment  in¬ 
terviewer,  Pennsylvania  State  Employment 
Service;  Julius  Morris,  New  Britain,  Conn., 
attorney;  Leonard  M.  Pawlak,  Milwaukee, 
Wls.,  medical  dictation  transcriber,  VA  Hos 
pital,  Wood,  Wls.;  Lawrence  L.  Peets,  West 
Arlington.  Vt.,  bookbinder;  Earle  G.  Ramsey, 
Brevard,  N.  C.,  attorney;  and  Stuart  D.  Raw- 
ley,  San.  Gabriel,  Calif.,  cabinetmaker. 

Nominations  for  the  BVA  Achievement 
^ard  were  solicited  from  Veterans’  Admin- 
i^ation  Regional  Offices  throughout  the 
cov»try  as  well  as  from  BVA’s  local  chapters. 


Statement  by  Oscar  L.  Chapman  Presented 
Before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  on 
Legislation  To  Amend  and  Extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  as  Amended' 
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Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  my 
intense  interest  in  our  relations  with  our 
good  neighbor,  Mexico,  under  unanimous 
consent,  I  insert  in  the  Record  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement  by  Oscar  L.  Chapman 
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presented  before  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  on  legislation  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  as  amended: 

I  am  appearing  here  on  behalf  of  the  As¬ 
sociation  of  Sugar  Producers  of  Mexico, 
which  has  a  very  vital  stake  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  now  pending  before  this  Committee. 
This  opportunity  to  appear  and  testify  is 
most  sincerely  appreciated  by  the  associa¬ 
tion  and  by  the  many  thousands  of  our  good 
friends  in  Mexico  who  depend  upon  their 
sugar  Industry  for  their  livelihood. 

On  June  17.  I  filed  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  a  petition  on  behalf  of  the  sugar 
producers  of  Mexico,  which  was  duly  re¬ 
ceived  and  referred  to  your  committee.  This 
petition  states  the  affirmative  case  of  the 
Mexican  sugar  producers.  In  order  to  save 
the  time  of  the  committee,  I  respectfully 
request  that  the  text  of  the  petition  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  record.  I  shall  confine 
myself  in  my  statement  to  some  brief,  but, 
I  believe,  extremely  important  comments 
on  the  legislation  proposed  by  the  executive 
establishment. 

At  the  very  outset,  I  wish  to  make  it 
absolutely  clear  that  we  have  no  quarrel 
whatsoever  with  the  proposal  to  grant  relief 
to  the  domestic  sugar  industry  as  exemplified 
by  H.  R.  5406  which  is  now  before  you.  I 
say  that  in  the  full  knowledge  that  that  bill 
would  have  the  effect  of  lowering  the  quotas 
that  would  otherwise  acdrue  to  Mexico  in 
1955  and  1956.  Certainly  the  Congress  has 
an  obligation  to  look  after  the  best  Interests 
of  the  United  States  first,  and  to  foster  such 
a  domestic  sugar  industry  as  it  deems  con¬ 
sistent  with  those  best  Interests.  We  con¬ 
sider  it  entirely  inappropriate  for  any  for¬ 
eign  principal  to  seek  preferential  advantage 
for  itself  by  attempting  to  influence  that 
judgment. 

Mexico  seeks  only  to  obtain  a  fair  share 
of  that  portion  of  the  United  States  market 
which  is  to  be  allotted  among  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers  after  the  domestic  producers  have 
been  taken  care  of.  In  that  regard,  Mexico 
insists  that  it  is  entitled  to  equal  considera¬ 
tion,  on  the  merits  of  its  case,  with  all  other 
foreign  producers. 

Unfortunately,  the  proposal  submitted  by 
the  executive  departments  does  not  reflect 
equal  consideration  on  the  merits.  In  fact, 
it  is  so  grossly  discriminatory  and  inequitable 
as  to  be  shocking. 

The  essential  evil  of  the  proposal  of  the 
executive  establishment  is  that  it  perpetu¬ 
ates  a  system  which  ignores  present  day 
equities  and  relies  solely  on  ancient  history. 
Under  this  bill,  foreign  quotas  are  not  allot¬ 
ted  on  the  basis  of  the  needs  and  merits  of 
1955,  but  essentially  on  the  basis  of  the 
quantitative  distribution  of  the  market  sis 
it  existed  in  1934.  Thus  no  matter  what  has 
happened  in  the  ensuing  years  in  terms  of 
economic  and  political  relations,  the  licm’s 
share  of  the  market  is  reserved  for  the  few 
suppliers  who  happened  to  be  there  flrst. 
No  matter  how  efl5clent  a  new  producer  is,  he 
is  substantially  excluded  from  the  United 
States  market. 

Under  this  proposal,  Cuba,  beginning  in 
1957,  is  arbitrarily  granted  60  percent  of 
the  total  increments  in  foreign  quotas.  The 
remaining  40  percent  is  to  be  prorated  among 
the  full-duty  countries  in  accordance  with 
their  average  shipments  during  the  period 
1951  through  1954.  This  system  guarantees 
that  Mexico,  for  the  duration  of  the  act, 
must  take  a  subordinate  position  to  Peru 
and  the  Dominican  Republic  since  she  ob¬ 
viously  shipped  less  sugar  to  the  United 
States  than  they  did  during  the  base  pe¬ 
riod.  And  why  did  she  ship  less  than  they 
did  during  the  base  period?  Because  under 
the  current  act  she  was  not  allowed  to  ship 
more.  Moreover,  Mexico  was  not  allowed  to 
ship  more  because  during  a  previous  base 
period  she  was  similarly  restricted. 


This  represents  a  kind  of  economic  Shinto¬ 
ism  which  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  the 
professed  international  trade  policy  of  the 
United  States.  The  State  Department  Itself 
has  insisted,  in  the  trade  councils  of  the 
world,  that  where  quantitative  restrictions 
on  Imports  must  be  adopted,  there  should 
be  provision  for  making  adjustments  to  meet 
special  situations  and  to  recognize  current 
exigencies. 

Surely  at  long  last  there  must  come  a 
time  when  such  a  legislative  scheme  must 
be  reexamined  in  the  light  of  present-day 
realities  and  when  reasonable  adjustments 
must  be  made.  That  time  is  long  overdue. 
This  outmoded  approach  to  foreign-sugar 
quotas  should  not  be  carried  forward  into 
the  new  legislation  which  you  are  now  con¬ 
sidering. 

I  can  readily  understand  the  reluctance 
of  the  executive  departments  to  recommend 
a  cut  in  the  present  quota  of  Cuba  or  any 
other  country  below  what  it  presently  en¬ 
joys,  even  though  its  relative  share  of  the 
present  market  could  not  be  justified  by  ob¬ 
jective  economic  criteria.  There  is  a  natu¬ 
ral  tendency  to  try  to  make  adjustments  as 
painlessly  as  possible  and  to  leave  intact 
that  which  a  country  now  has.  That,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  the  major  defect  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  proposal.  The  overriding  evil  of  the 
bill  is  that  it  not  only  preserves  the  quotas 
accumulated  under  the  historic  base-period 
system,  but  it  projects  that  system  into  the 
allocation  of  the  future  growth  of  the  mar¬ 
ket.  That  is  carrying  history  too  far. 

Under  the  bill  proposed  by  the  executive 
establishment  and  under  H.  R.  5406  for  that 
matter,  no  foreign  country  would  be  cut 
1  ounce  below  its  present  deliveries.  Cer¬ 
tainly  this  alone  should  eliminate  any  eco¬ 
nomic  dislocation  which  might  be  feared. 
Beyond  that,  however,  as  we  compute  it,  the 
executive  proposal  would  have  the  effect  of 
freezing  participation  of  foreign  countries 
in  the  future  growth  of  the  market  as 
follows ; 

Foreign  participation  in  future  growth 

Percent 


To  Cuba _  60.  0 

To  Peru _  18.  4 

To  the  Dominican  Republic _  11.6 

To  Mexico _  4.  0 

To  all  others _  6.  0 


Even  if  it  should  be  assumed,  giving  due 
deference  to  history,  that  no  foreign  coun¬ 
try  should  be  called  upon  to  give  up  1  pound 
of  the  tonnage  it  now  ships,  by  what  magic 
can  it  be  concluded  that  the  Dominican 
Republic  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the 
future  growth  of  the  United  States  market 
almost  3  times  the  extent  of  Mexico,  or  Peru 
4V2  times.  Why  should  Cuba  be  given  a 
share  in  the  future  growth  of  our  market 
15  times  greater  than  that  allowed  Mexico? 
I  submit  that  this  cannot  be  justified  by  any 
reasonable  standard. 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  told  this 
committee :  “The  decision  concerning  the  rel¬ 
ative  shares  of  the  foreign  supplier  should, 
of  course,  be  made  on  the  basis  of  stand¬ 
ards  which  can  be  applied  as  uniformly  as 
possible  among  thei  various  countries.” 

I  am  certainly  in  favor  of  uniform  stand¬ 
ards.  I  would  like  for  the  committee  to 
judge  on  the  whole  record  whether  there 
has  been  a  uniform  application  of  stand¬ 
ards  in  the  position  taken  by  the  executive 
departments. 

Fkankly,  I  am  quite  weary,  and  I  am  sure 
some  of  you  are,  of  being  told  that  the  entire 
export  trade  of  the  United  States  may  col¬ 
lapse  if  Cuba’s  stranglehold  on  the  United 
States  sugar  market  is  not  maintained. 

If  export  trade  is  to  be  used  as  the  basis 
for  justifying  Cuba’s  position,  surely  it  should 
be  worth  some  consideration  with  regard  to 
Mexico. 

’The  fact  Is  that  Mexico’s  purchases  from 
the  United  States  last  year  amounted  to  $628 
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million  and  exceeded  those  of  Cuba  by  $200 
million.  Moreover,  Mexico’s  purchases  from 
the  United  States  last  year  exceeded  the 
combined  purchases  of  Cuba,  the  Dominican 
Republic,  and  Peru  by  $51  million. 

In  1954,  Mexico’s  purchases  in  the  United 
States  were  more  than  6  times  those  of  Peru 
and  more  than  12  times  those  of  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic. 

The  State  Department  also  told  you  that 
most  of  the  countries  which  sell  sugar  to 
the  United  States  have  an  unfavorable  trade 
balance  with  the  United  States.  ’They  wish 
to  buy  an  Increased  volume  of  our  export 
products  but  are  able  to  do  so  only  by  in¬ 
creasing  their  sales  here. 

Compare  Mexico’s  unfavorable  balance  last 
year  of  $299.8  million  with  Cuba's  of  $26.9 
million,  and  Peru’s  of  $300,000.  The  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  had  a  favorable  balance  of  $20 
million. 

Because  of  its  unfavorable  dollar  situation 
Mexico  was  forced  to  undergo  a  devaluation 
of  the  peso  in  1954.  That  devaluation  caused 
grave  injury  to  Mexico’s  economy  and  an¬ 
other  would  have  irreparable  economic  con¬ 
sequence. 

It  would  be  well  for  this  committee  to  con¬ 
sider  too,  just  where  the  trade  ties  of  the 
competing  claimants  lie.  Seventy-five  per¬ 
cent  of  Mexico’s  export  trade  is  with  the 
United  States,  as  compared  with  about  61 
percent  for  Cuba,  51  percent  for  the  Domi¬ 
nican  Republic,  and  38  percent  for  Peru. 

In  face  of  all  these  facts,  why  should  Cuba 
be  entitled  to  participate  in  the  future 
growth  of  our  sugar  market  15  times  the 
extent  of  Mexico  or  Peru  iVz  times  or  the 
Dominican  Republic  3  times?  It  is  difficult 
for  the  Mexicans  to  understand  and  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  it  must  be  difficult  for  anyone  to 
understand.  In  fact  it  outrages  the  sense 
of  justice  and  fair  play. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Mexico  has  never  before  come  to  the 
United  States  for  an  increase  in  its  sugar 
quota.  This  is  the  case  even  though  as  our 
good  friend  and  next  door  neighbor  and  our 
■only  foreign  supplier  in  a  position  to  ship 
sugar  overland,  the  United  States  is  her 
natural  and  logical  market.  Mexico  comes 
now,  reluctantly,  because  there  is  no  al¬ 
ternative. 

Mexico  has  restricted  its  production.  It 
has  greatly  increased  its  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  of  sugar.  Over  the  last  14  years  sugar 
consumption  in  Mexico  has  doubled.  Today 
Mexico  consumes  domestically  80  percent  of 
its  annual  production.  Mexico  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  here  seeking  to  become  a  great  export 
country.  It  seeks  only  that  small  measure 
of  relief  to  which  it  is  equitably  entitled, 
which  is  vitally  necessary  to  sustain  its  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  industry. 

As  you  know,  Mexico  has  been  substan¬ 
tially  shut  out  of  the  United  States  sugar 
market.  In  1953,  as  a  result  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Sugar  Agreement,  Mexico’s  ability 
to  sell  on  the  world  market  was  drastically 
curtailed.  The  United  States  exercised  a 
dominant  Influence  on  this  agreement. 
Meanwhile,  the  United  States  has  been  sub¬ 
sidizing  Mexico’s  competitors  who  have  huge 
export  surpluses  and  who  use  this  subsidy 
to  depress  the  world  market  price  for  sugar. 
All  of  this  adds  up  to  ruin  for  the  Mexican 
sugar  industry  if  no  relief  is  available  at  the 
hands  of  the  United  States.  That  is  why 
Mexico  now  comes  to  the  United  States  as 
the  only  available  source  of  relief.  Having 
•come  here  it  fully  expects  Just  and  fair 
treatment  in  comparison  with  all  other  for¬ 
eign  countries. 

Mexico  asked  in  its  petition  and  in  its  rep¬ 
resentations  to  the  State  Department  for  a 
sugar  quota  equivalent  to  2  percent  of  United 
States  consumption.  This  is  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  in  the  light  of  Mexico’s  stature  as  a 
sugar  producer  second  only  to  Cuba  among 
Latin  American  suppliers  and  in  the  light  of 
her  trade  relations  with  the  United  States. 
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Even  if,  in  the  interests  of  preserving  to 
other  foreign  countries  their  present  ship¬ 
ments,  this  should  not  be  granted,  at  the 
very  least  Mexico  would  expect  that  it  would 
be  given  a  participation  in  the  growth  of  the 
market  bearing  some  reasonable  relationship  [ 
to  the  merits  of  its  case.  At  the  very  least 
it  would  be  expected  that  the  45  percent  of 
increments  in  the  United  States  sugar  mar¬ 
ket  which  is  allotted  to  foreign  countries 
would  be  distributed  among  those  countries 
on  the  basis  of  such  considerations  as  (1) 
purchases  from  the  United  States,  (2)  trade 
balance  with  the  United  States,  and  (3) 
trade  ties  with  the  United  States  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  prepared  no  sug¬ 
gested  amendment  showing  what  this  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  increase  in  the  foreign  por¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  sugar  market 
would  amount  to  according  to  such  stand¬ 
ards  as  I  have  suggested.  Until  these  hear¬ 
ings  opened  the  Mexican  sugar  producers 
had  no  idea  that  the  executive  departments 
would  Ignore  their  representations  and 
would  suggest  a  formula  relying  solely  on 
history  and  denying  any  consideration  of 
the  merits  of  the  individual  cases  presented. 
With  the  permission  of  the  committee  I 
should  like  to  supply  a  suggested  allocation 
of  the  annual  increment  in  sugar  consump¬ 
tion  among  the  foreign  suppliers. 

The  bill  proposed  by  the  executive  estab¬ 
lishments  is  bad  legislation.  It  is  bad  be¬ 
cause  it  makes  no  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
problem  of  foreign  sugar  quotas  on  its 
merits.  In  fact,  it  represents  an  attempt 
to  side-step  the  problem  and  avoid  having 
to  deal  with  it  on  its  merits.  Such  legisla¬ 
tion  can  usually  be  counted  on  to  create 
more  problems  than  it  avoids. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Mexico  has  always  been  a  good  friend 
and  good  neighbor  of  the  United  States. 
The  Mexican  people  are  following  these  hear¬ 
ings  with  keen  interest  because  of  the  vital 
Importance  of  the  outcome  to  the  economy 
of  Mexico.  Mexico  seeks  no  special  favors 
here.  It  seeks  only  that  its  case  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  its  merits  by  any  and  all  rea¬ 
sonable  standards  in  comparison  with  the 
case  of  each  and  every  claimant  and  that  an 
enlightened  and  fair  determination  be  made 
on  that  basis. 

The  Mexican  sugar  producers  and  the  Mex¬ 
ican  people  are  confident  that  they  will  re¬ 
ceive  full  and  fair  consideration  from  this 
committee  and  I  want  to  thank  you  again 
for  your  patience  and  courtesy  in  hearing 
me. 


Those  Swiss  Dolls  and  Southern  Maryland 
Tobacco 


enabled  him  to  get  some  free  space  about 
domestic  dolls. 

But  \  if  the  dollmakers  of  the  United 
States  \heer  him,  there  is  one  group  of 
pa triotiA  Americans  who  won’t.  The  to¬ 
bacco  gAwers  of  southern  Maryland  are 
mighty  gl«  the  President  spent  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  $2l\in  Switzerland.  To  that  extent 
he  undoes  the  harm  he  perpetrated  when  he 
raised  the  tAiff  on  Swiss  watches. 

Watches  aAe  a  major  source  of  United 
States  dollars  Ar  the  Swiss.  They  use  them 
to  buy  the  thihgs  we  grow  and  make  over 
here.  Maryland  itobacco  is  one  of  their  larg¬ 
est  purchases.  Last  year  they  bought  nearly 
6.000,000  pounds  V  ^or  about  $3,000,000. 
most  of  which  w^t  into  the  pockets  of 
southern  Maryland's. 

If  the  higher  tariil  keeps  the  Swiss  from 
getting  dollars  through  the  sale  of  watches, 
they  can  hope  to  ImVove  the  situation  a 
little  by  the  sale  of  do^s.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  chance  purchas^means  just  that  to 
the  Swiss.  Maryland  tcJbacco  growers  will 
get  the  point,  no  matterVwhat  Mr.  Rosen- 
stein’s  association  may  tHink. 


A  Vole  Based  on  Missings 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  RICHARD  E.  LANKFOI 

OF  MARYLAND 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESEN’U^C’TIVES 

Friday,  July  29,  195i 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Shaker,  under 
leave  to  extend  my  rem^ks,  I  should 
like  to  include  in  the  Re^rd  an  editorial 
from  the  Baltimore  Maiming  Sun  of  July 
28,  1955. 

The  editorial  foliy^vs: 

Those  Swiss  Dohisr  and  Southern  Mary- 
LA^  Tobacco 

Mr.  David  Ro^enstein,  president  of  the 
National  Assocjiation  of  Doll  Manufacturers, 
has  proteste^to  President  Elsenhower  be¬ 
cause  of  tySse  Swiss  dolls  he  bought  in 
Geneva  l^ft  week.  As  a  publicity  stunt, 
Mr.  Rosei^tein's  protest  has  some  merit.  It 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  AUGUST  E.  JOHANSEN 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA’l 

Thursday,  July  28,  1955 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Spea^r,  Hhe 
legislator’s  task  is  always  e^ier  a: 
pleasanter  when  he  can  castAis  vote  oi 
the  basis  of  strong,  afflrmytive  convic-> 
tions. 

Sometimes,  unfortun^ly,  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  him  to  base  yvote  on  his  mis¬ 
givings,  and  even  woMse,  to  be  forced  to 
choose  between  ojybsing  misgivings. 

Yesterday  I  voted,  along  with  66  other 
Republicans,  agyn-st  the  Harris  natural 
gas  bill.  Thiynill — which  passed  the 
House  209  WxOS — would  exempt  pro¬ 
ducers  of  neural  gas  from  Federal  rate 
regulation/  In  doing  so  I  was  compelled 
to  choose/between  opposing  and  sei'ious 
misgivi^s. 

On  me  one  hand  were  the  basic  mis- 
giviyjs  which  I  have  with  respect  to 
Fedwal  controls,  particularly  price  or 
r^e  controls — including  my  fundamen- 
,1  distinist  of  bureaucratic  control  of  the 
Tree-enterprise  system,  opposition  to  the 
malicious  anti-business  bias  so  often  ex- 
hibitecTin  Washington  since  1933,  and  a 
fundamental  belief  that  competition 
rather  than  government  is  the  best  eco¬ 
nomic  policeman. 

On  the  other  hand,  on  this  particular 
issue,  I  have  serious  misgivings  as  to 
whether,  in  the  case  of  production  of 
natural  gas,  competition  can  be  an  ade¬ 
quate  policeman  of  rates  and  an  effective 
guardian  of  the  interests  of  the  con¬ 
sumer — both  the  home  user  and  the  in¬ 
dustrial  user  of  natural  gas. 

state  control  of  rates  charged  for  natural 
gas  sold  by  producers  and  gatherers  in  the 
field  to  pipeline  companies  for  interstate  dis¬ 
tribution  is  barred  by  court  decisions.  More¬ 
over  in  this  case  the  competition  is  between 
buyers — the  pipeline  companies — and  not 
between  the  sellers — the  producers.  Com¬ 
petition  between  buyers  tends  to  Increase  the 
price  to  the  buyer,  and  therefore  to  increase 
the  price  to  the-ultlmate  consumer,  and  so 


is  not  an  effective  policeman,  as  is  the  case 
when  the  competition  is  between  sellers. 

Federal  rate  control  is  generally  accepted^ 
by  all  parties  to  this  dispute  as  necessarj 
and  unavoidable  so  far  as  the  pipeline  com¬ 
panies  are  concerned.  Even  the  Harris  Will, 
which  seeks  to  remove  the  producers  irom 
rate  control  by  the  Federal  Power  C^mis- 
sion,  contains  a  provision  designed  j(o  limit 
the  amount  which  the  pipeline  /mpanies 
could  pay  the  producers.  But  the*€  was  deep 
divergence  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  bill  provide  yfen  adequate 
restraint  on  prices  which  canyoe  paid  to  pro¬ 
ducers  and  passed  on  to  th^onsumer.  And 
there  were  serious  doubts  as  to  whether  these 
provisions  offered  safegu/ds  against  a  mark¬ 
up  in  the  price  of  the  /cumulated  natural- 
gas  reserves  of  the  /pellne  companies — a 
markup  which  cou/  yield  a  rich  bonanza 
to  these  companle/ 

’The  closeness  / the  vote  in  the  House  in¬ 
dicated  the  gra/  uncertainties,  pro  and  con, 
in  this  highly  controversial  issue.  It  is 
worth  notinaGihat  the  bill  was  reported  out 
by  the  Ho/e  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  (/nmerce  by  a  margin  of  only  one 
vote.  l/reover  the  Rules  Committee  voted 
to  seny  the  bill  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
by  onfy  one  vote.  In  every  instance,  there 
■wasAi  sharp  cleavage  of  sentiment  among 
bojm  Republicans  and  Democrats. 

^Ince  the  basic  principle  of  Federal  rate 
Control  of  the  cost  of  natural  gas  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  consumer  is  generally  accepted  as  nec¬ 
essary  and  sound,  and  since  there  was  serious 
doubt  in  my  mind  as  to  whether  adequate 
control  and  protection  of  the  consumer 
against  price  gouging  is  provided  in  the 
Harris  bill,  I  resolved  my  conflicting  mis¬ 
givings  in  favor  of  what  I  believe  to  be  the 
legitimate  interests  of  the  consumer. 

During  the  campaign  last  year  I  repeatedly 
said  that  I  was  deeply  concerned  about  two 
kinds  of  human  greed — the  greed  for  un¬ 
conscionable  financial  gain  and  the  greed  lor 
iolltlcal  and  governmental  power.  The 
pues  posed  by  the  Harris  bill  controversy 
touched  on  the  human  possibilities  of  both 
kinds  of  greed.  Striking  a  balance  of  proper 
comrols  on  each  of  these  kinds  of  greed  is  a 
dlffi\ult,  trial-and-error  process. 


le  So-Called  Refugee  Act 


EX’XENSION  op  remarks 

OF 

HON.tRANCIS  E.  WALTER 

PENNSYLVANIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Pridw,  July  29,  1955 

Mr.  WALTErX  Mr.  Speaker,  the  agi¬ 
tation  in  behalf  oX  the  so-called  Refugee 
Act,  precipitated  ^y  President  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  requests  foX  still  greater  lenien¬ 
cies,  unmasks  the  aW  for  what  it  is:  a 
fraudulent  gesture  of  political  hypoc¬ 
risy. 

For  all  its  purported  humanitarian 
aims,  the  act  is  a  crudely  concocted 
piece  of  old-fashioned  mork-barreling 
on  an  international  level.\By  itself  and 
in  combination  with  the  Ibroposals  for 
revision  it  represents  a  cl^'  and  dan¬ 
gerous  attempt  to  circumvent  the  care¬ 
fully  constructed  legislation  which  now 
stands  as  this  Nation’s  basic  \olicy  on 
immigration. 

The  people  of  the  United  Sta^s  were 
duped  when  they  were  told  of  itAneed. 
The  fact  is  that  during  the  past  3  ^ars, 
immigration  pressures  from  the  ou\ide 
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proceedings 


a  license  to  any  a oplicant  Virho  has  been  involved  in  bankruptcy 
T/Ti\Mn  3  years  unless  the  applicant  furnishes  a  bond  or  other  assurancv 
emp^r  tte  Secretary  to  suspend  the  license  of  a  person  who  employs  ^*any 
re spo^bie  position  an  individual  whose  :ii.cense  is  under  suspension/and  pro- 
Act  (pp^l^90  1^^  inspection  of  ary  perishable  commodity  cove^^  by  the 

To/x  reported  So  1757^  to  amend  the  Agricultural  I'^arkeiong  Act  of 

iy4o  so  as'^  remove  ar^r  question  which  may  have  resulted  from  X  change  in 
appropr^tioY  l^guage  as  to  the  applicabiHty  of  penalties  f^  forgery  of 
^^ction  certificates  covering  agricultural  commodities,  anld  to  expand  and 
tighten  provisiu^  for  such  penalties  (p.  10607)o 

The  Agricul*kure  Committee  reported  without  amendment  iR*  R,  4054,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  onans  for^^development  of  central  market  facilit^s  to  handle  perish¬ 
able  agricultural  cWedities  (H.  Rept.  I602)(p.  10677) 


r 


50.  F^M  LOANSo  Passed  wi-6i;^ut  ^ndment  S«  1758,  to  amend  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  relating  to  insurance  of  farm  real  eXate  mortgages  so  the 

mortgages  can  be  made  di^ctly  to  the  Government  i/fetead  of  to  the  banks  (pp, 
10593-4)  •  This  bill  willN^w  be  sent  to  the  Pre^dento 

Passed  as  reported  S.  ^21,  to  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  of  certain  oblig^ions  of  settlers/on  projects  developed  under  or 
subject  to  the  '^vTieeler-Case  A<\  of  1939  (p.  10655) e 


51.  RESEARCH.  Passed  as  reported  S.  i<759,  to  consolidate  authorization  legislation 
regarding  Federal  aid  to  State  agi^ultiu*^  experiment  stations  (pp.  10594-6). 


52, 


COJWDITY  EXCHANGES.  Passed  without  fi^l^^dment  S.  1051,  to  amend  the  Commodity 
Ebcchange  Act  so  as  to  authorize  incre^^s  in  fees  and  charges  for  registrations 
a^  renewals  and  for  copies  of  regis^ramon  certificates  (p.  10601),  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


53 


TRADE  DEVEIDPfCENr .  Passed  withoi^  amendment  ^S.  2253,  to  reemphasize  trade 
development  as  the  primary  pur^e  of  title  l\pf  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress; 
to  increase  the  funds  available  under  that  tit^  from  ^700  million  to  ';i»l«5  * 

billion;  and  to  authorize  th^ Secretary  of  Agri^lture  to  determine  the  nations 
with  whom  agreements  will  negotiated,  and  the  quantities  and  commodities 
involved  (pp.  10601-2),  T^iu-s  bill  will  now  be  sencv.to  the  President. 


54»  EXTENSION  WORK.  Passed  reported  S©  2098,  to  authorize  special  appropriations 
for  extension  work  amovig  low-income  farmers  (pp,  10612-^), 


55.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION,  /assed  with  amendment  S.  2391,  to  amerid  and  extend  the 

Defense  Product! or^lct «  Several  amendments,  to  prohibit  wf^out— compensation 
employees .  were  r^ected.  House  and  Senate  conferees  were  anointed,  ~(^ 
10620-30,  10774-/),  ^ 


56.  SUGAR.  Passed,  194  to  44,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (pp.  10630-51)*  Agreed,  123-37,  to  an  amendment  by  Rep. 
Dixon  to  strike  out  Sec.  20  of  the  committee  version,  which  provides  that 
sugar  shall  be  supported  at  90^  of  parity  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other 
operations  (pp.  10645-51)*  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep,  Laird  to  strike  out 
provisions  directed  at  Peru  ard  the  Philippines  (pp.  10644-5)* 


i'. 

[ 


57.  SUPPIj0l‘!ENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  ,  1956.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference 
on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7278,  and  acted  upon  amendments  in  disagreement 
>54-9,  10733-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  A  staterae 
the  USDA  items  is  attached  to  this  Digest. 


38,  lOTERGOVERmENTAL  REIATIONS.  Sen.  ^iitler  inserted  a  newspaper  article  favcrii 
F^ral  collaboration  with  State  and  local  governments  (po  A5627)o 


39.  COOPEMIVESj  TAXATION.  Rep.  Cooper  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  oi  ^ 

the  Treasury  suggesting  that  the  legislation  on  income  taxation  of  coope^tives  | 


be  tightened  (pp.  A5632-3) • 


40.  electrification.  Sen.  Bender  inserted  an  address  by  J.  B.  Black  fav^ng  a 
Government-p^vate  "partnership**  in  the  power  development  of  the  (ppi 

A5636~8). 


BILLS  introduced  -  July  29 


41.  CLAIMS;  AEPROPRIATIOl 
ment  of  certain  clai 
for  have  lapsed";  to 
author  (pp.  10341-2). 


S.  2673,  by  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J.,  "relying  to  the  pay- 
against  the  Government  where  the  ap;p^opriations  there- 
^yernment  Operations  Committee  (p.  >^341  )•  Remarks  of 


42.  L^ARKETING.  S.  2634,  by  SenV^Ellender,  '»to  facilitate  Ae  marketing  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities";  to  Agri^lture  and  Forestry  Corrafittee  (p.  10341) • 


43 •  ACCOUNTING.  S.  2677,  by  Sen.  anith,  N.  J.,  "to  relieve  certain  officers  of 

financial  liability  except  in  cases  of  gross  n^ligence  or  fraud";  to  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  Coniraittee  (p,  lojKl)*  Remark/ of  author  (pp.  10341-2). 


44o  ROADS.  H.  R.  7729,  by  Rep.  Dempsey,  t^o  aut^rize  road  appropriations;  to  Public 
Works  Committee  (p.  IO466), 


45.  LAND  TRAI^SFER.  H.  R.  7723,  to  authoriz/ t^e  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey 
certain  lands  in  Phelps  Coiuiby,  Mo.,  t^  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Rolla,  Tfo.; 
to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  1C466). 


46.  CONSERVATION.  H.  J.  Res.  415-425^/to  provide  Jter  observance  of  the  50bh  anni¬ 
versary  of  the  founding  of  the  conservation  mo^ment  for  nat\iral  resources;  to 
Judiciary  Committee  (p.  10467)/( 


47.  PERSONNEL.  H,  J.  Res.  426,  m  Rep.  Moss,  to  author!^  the  President  to  proclaim 
as  Civil  Service  Week  the ^eek  beginning  Jan.  17,  19^,  in  commemoration  of 
the  73rd  anniversary  of  ^e  American  civil-service  sy^em;  to  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  (p.  10467). 


HOUSE  -  Julv  30 
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SOIL  CONSERVATION^^  Passed  without  amerximent  S.  1167,  to  perm^  ACP  payments  to 
persons  who  car^  out  conservation  practices  on  federally  owneb^^  noncropland 
which  directly/conserve  or  benefit  nearby  or  adjoining  private ^^nds  of  such 
persons  (p.  ^539).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President^ 

Passed/WLthout  amendment  H.  R.  7236,  to  permit  approval  of  wa^r  conserva¬ 
tion  prac'Wees  under  ACP  in  any  State  instead  of  "in  arid  or  semiar^  sections'* 

(p.  10592^ 


49.  FARKETOG.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R,  5337,  to  amend  the  Perishable  A^icul- 
tur a/ Commodities  Act  so  as  to  strengthen  the  provisions  relating  to  misb^nd— 
iiK/or  misrepresentation  of  grade  and  origin  of  fresh  fruits  and  vegetable 
^crease  the  maximum  annual  license  fee  from  the  present  :^15  per  year  to  (?2,^ 
^eririt  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  deny  issuance  of  a  license  to  any  pers,^ 
convicted  of  a  felony  in  any  State  or  Federal  court,  authorize  the  Secretary  to  ^ 
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senr^ce  of  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  In- 
sertlnfe  In  lieu  thereof  “June  30,  1957.” 

Sec.^W.  The  Rubber  Producing  Facilities 
Dlsposar^ct  of  1953,  as  heretofore  amend¬ 
ed,  is  am?taded  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  section; 

“Sec.  26.  ^  Notwithstanding  the  second 
sentence  of  s^ion  7  (a),  the  period  for  re¬ 
ceipt  of  propose  for  the  purchase  of  the 
Government-own^  rubber-producing  facil¬ 
ity  at  Institute,  Va.,  known  as  Plancor 
No.  980,  shall  not  ^pire  until  the  end  of 
the  60-day  period  whV^  begins  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  tnte  section. 

“(b)  If  one  or  more  pNposals  are  received 
for  the  purchase  of  PlanOTr  No.  980  within 
the  time  period  specified  i^i subsection  (a), 
the  Commission,  notwithst^ding  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  period  for  negotiation  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  7  (f),  shall  ne^tiate  with 
those  submitting  the  proposals  for  a  period 
not  to  exceed  75  days  for  the  pnxpose  of 
entering  into  a  definite  contract  ofN^ls- 
“(c)  Within  10  days  after  the  termn^tion 
of  the  actual  negotiation  period  referr^  to 
in  subsection  (b)  or,  if  Congress  is  not  t^n 
in  session,  within  10  days  after  Congress  n^ 
convenes,  the  Commission  shall  prepare  an^ 
submit  to  the  Congress  a  report  containing,' 
with  respect  to  the  disposal  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  Plancor  No.  980,  the  information  de¬ 
scribed  in  paragraphs  (1)  to  (5),  inclusive, 
and  paragraph  (8)  of  section  9  (a).  Unless 
the  contract  is  disapproved  by  either  House 
of  the  Congress  by  a  resolution  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  30  days  of  continuous  session 
(as  defined  in  section  3  (c) )  of  the  Congress 
following  the  date  upon  which  the  report  is 
submitted  to  it,  upon  the  expiration  of  such 
30-day  period  the  contract  shall  become  fully 
effective  and  the  Commission  shall  proceed 
to  carry  it  out,  and  transfer  of  possession  of 
the  facility  sold  shall  be  made  as  soon  as 
practicable  but  in  any  event  within  30  days 
after  the  expiration  of  such  30-day  period. 
The  failure  to  complete  transfer  of  posses¬ 
sion  within  30  days  after  the  expiration  of 
the  period  for  congressional  review  shall  not 
give  rise  to  or  be  the  basis  of  rescission  of  the 
contract  for  sale. 

“(d)  If,  upon  termination  of  the  transfer 
period  provided  for  in  subsection  (c),  no 
contract  for  the  sale  of  Plancor  No.  980  has 
become  effective,  the  operating  agency  last 
designated  by  the  President  shall  continue 
to  maintain  said  plancor  in  adequate  stand¬ 
by  condition  under  the  provisions  of  section 
8  of  the  Rubber  Producing  Facilities  Dis¬ 
posal  Act  of  1953.” 

Sec.  11.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  3  (d)  of  the  Rubber  Producing  Facili¬ 
ties  Disposal  Act  of  1953,  the  Rubber  Pro¬ 
ducing  Facilities  Disposal  Commission  (here¬ 
inafter  referred  to  as  the  "Commission”)  be-, 
fore  submission  to  the  Congress  of  its  ry 
port  relative  to  Plancor  No.  980,  shall  sxw- 
mit  it  to  the  Attorney  General,  who  sj^ll, 
within  7  days  after  receiving  the  repo^  ad¬ 
vise  the  Commission  whether,  in  hi^opin- 
ion,  the  proposed  disposition,  if  canned  out, 
will  violate  the  antitrust  laws.  / 

Sec.  12.  Notwithstanding  the  mrovisions  of 
sections  14  and  22  of  the  Rubh^  Producing 
Facilities  Disposal  Act  of  195)^  the  Rubber 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  is  l^reby  extended 
with  respect  to  the  rubber^roducing  facili¬ 
ties  covered  by  this  act,  the  close  of  the 
day  of  transfer  of  possesion  of  Plancor  No. 
980  to  a  purchaser  in^ccordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section^6  of  the  Rubber  Pro¬ 
ducing  Facilities  IfifBposal  Act. 

Sec.  13.  Notwit^ftanding  the  provisions  of 
section  4  of  PuMic  Law  19,  approved  March 
31,  1955,  and  no^ithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  20  of  the  Rubber  Producing  Facili¬ 
ties  Disposer  Act  of  1953,  the  Commission 
establisheyby  the  latter  act  shall  cease  to 
exist  at  Me  close  of  the  30th  day  following 
the  tern^iation  of  the  transfer  period  pro¬ 
vided  In  section  26  (c)  of  that  act,  unlesai 
no  s^leof  Plancor  No.  980  is  recommended  by 
the  Commission  pursuant  to  section  26  (c) 


of  that  act.  In  which  event  the  Commission 
shall  cease  to  exist  at  the  close  of  the  130th 
day  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act. 

Sec.  14.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  act,  disposal  of  Plancor  No.  980  shall 
be  fully  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  the 
Rubber  Producing  Facilities  Disposal  Act  of 
1953  and  such  criteria  as  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Commission  in  handling  dis¬ 
posal  of  other  Government-owned  rubber- 
producing  facilities  under  that  act:  Provided, 
That  the  provisions  of  section  7  (j),  7  (k), 

9  (d),  9  (f),  10,  11,  15,  and  24  of  that  act 
shall  not  apply,  to  the  disposal  of  Plancor 
No.  980.  As  promptly  as  practicable  fol¬ 
lowing  the  date  of  transfer  of  possession  of 
Plancor  No.  980  to  a  purchaser  under  this 
act,  the  operating  agency  last  designated  by 
the  President  shall  offer  for  sale  to  such  pur¬ 
chaser  the  end  products  at  such  plant  and 
held  in  Inventory  for  Government  account 
on  the  day  of  such  transfer  of  possession, 
together  with  the  feedstocks  then  located  at 
such  plant  or  purchased  by  the  operating 
agency  for  use  at  such  plant.  Sale  of  such 
end  products  shall  be  made  at  the  Govern¬ 
ment  sales  price  prevailing  on  the  business 
day  next  preceding  the  date  of  transfer  of 
possession  of  such  plant.  Sale  of  such  feed- 
STOcks  shall  be  made  at  not  less  than  their 
co^  to  the  Government.  In  the  event  the  / 
pur^aser  declines  to  purchase  such  en^ 
produce  or  feedstocks  when  first  offered  /o 
It  by  \he  operating  agency,  they  ma^be 
thereaft^dlsposed  of  in  such  manner  ^the 
operatlngNegency  deems  advisable.  Jn  the 
event  PlancM  No.  980  is  not  sold  unraer  the 
provisions  oiVthls  act,  any  end  pr^ucts  at 
such  plant  arui  held  in  inventory  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  accouirk  and  any  feedstrcks  located 
at  such  plant  or  purchased  hyAiie  operating 
agency  for  use  at  >uch  plan«  shall  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  such  rmuiner  s/k  the  operating 
agency  deems  advisabJe,  yfit  the  prevailing 
market  price  for  such  end^roducts  and  feed¬ 
stocks. 

Sec.  15.  The  provisfbnsNof  this  act  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  Jme  disppal  of  any  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  ruober-prodocing  facilities 
other  than  PlanciM  No.  980;  abd  all  action 
taken  pursuant^  the  provislon^f  the  Rub¬ 
ber  Produclng^acllities  Disposal  Act  of  1953, 
or  the  amendment  thereto  known  ^  Public 
Law  19,  ena^ed  March  31,  1955,  prlo^to  the 
enactmen^ of  this  act  shall  be  gover^d  by 
the  provisions  of  that  act  as  it  existed  wior 
to  the  ^nactment  of  this  act  and  shall  h^e 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  this  act  hati 
not ^een  enacted.  \ 

/Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
jonendment. 

f  The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Spence  :  Strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert 
the  provisions  of  H.  R.  7470  as  passed,  as 
follows: 

“That  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘De¬ 
fense  Production  Act  Amendments  of  1955.’ 

“Sec.  2.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  701  of 
the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(c)  Whenever  the  President  invokes  the 
powers  given  him  in  this  act  to  allocate  any 
material  In  the  civilian  market,  he  shall 
do  so  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  avail¬ 
able,  so  far  as  practicable,  for  business  and 
various  segments  thereof  in  the  normal 
channel  of  distribution  of  such  material,  a 
fair  share  of  the  available  civilian  supply 
based,  so  far  as  practicable,  on  the  share 
received  by  such  business  under  normal  con¬ 
ditions  during  a  representative  period  pre¬ 
ceding  any  future  allocation  of  materials: 
Provided,  That  the  President  shall,  in  the 
allocation  of  materials  in  the  civilian  mar¬ 
ket,  give  due  ccmslderation  to  the  needs  of 
new  concerns  and  newly  acquired  opera¬ 
tions,  undue  hardships  of  Individual  busi¬ 
nesses,  and  the  needs  of  smaller  concerns 
In  an  industry.’ 


“Sec.  3.  Section  708  of  the  Defense  Prrf 
duction  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  ^s 
amended —  / 

“(1)  by  inserting  before  the  period  ^  the 
end  of  the  first  sentence  of  subsectyn  (b) 
a  colon  and  the  following:  ‘Provide,  how¬ 
ever,  That  after  the  enactment  or  the  De¬ 
fense  Production  Act  Amendment  of  1955, 
the  exemption  from  the  prohilmions  of  the 
antitrust  laws  and  the  Federaf  Trade  Com¬ 
mission  Act  of  the  United  S^Res  shall  apply 
only  (1)  to  acts  and  omi^ions  to  act  re¬ 
quested  by  the  President  or  his  duly  author¬ 
ized  delegate  pursuant  terduly  approved  vol¬ 
untary  agreements  oy  programs  relating 
solely  to  the  exchange  between  actual  or 
prospective  contrac^rs  of  technical  or  other 
information,  projiuctlon  techniques,  and 
patents  or  patem  rights,  relating  to  equip¬ 
ment  used  prioiarily  by  or  for  the  military 
which  is  being  procured  by  the  Department 
of  Defense  or  any  department  thereof,  and 
the  exchange  of  materials,  equipment,  and 
personneyto  be  used  in  the  production  of 
such  equipment.  The  Attorney  General  shall 
reviev^ach  of  the  voluntary  agreements  and 
progpams  covered  by  this  section,  and  the 
actmties  being  carried  on  thereunder,  and, 
If/ne  finds,  after  such  review  and  after 
^nsultatlon  with  the  Director  of  the  Office 
foi  Defense  Mobilization  and  other  interested 
agencies,  that  the  adverse  effects  of  any 
such  agreement  or  program  on  the  competi¬ 
tive  free  enterprise  system  outweigh  the 
benefits  of  the  agreement  or  program  to  the 
national  defense,  he  shall  withdraw  his  ap¬ 
proval  in  accordance  with  subsection  (d) 
of  this  section.  This  review  and  determi¬ 
nation  shall  be  made  within  90  days  after 
the  enactment  of  the  Defense  Production 
Act  Amendments  of  1955.* 

“(2)  by  inserting  in  subsection  (d)  thereof 
after  the  word  ‘hereunder’  the  following: 
‘,  or  upon  withdrawal  by  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  of  his  approval  of  the  voluntary  agree¬ 
ment  or  program  on  which  the  request  or 
finding  is  based,’; 

“(3)  by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence 
of  subsection  (e)  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  ‘Such  surveys,  and  the  reports 
hereafter  required,  shall  include  studies  of 
the  voluntary  agreements  and  programs  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  section.’; 

“(4)  by  striking  out  from  the  last  sen¬ 
tence  of  subsection  (e)  thereof  the  words 
‘at  such  times  thereafter  as  he  deems  de¬ 
sirable’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
words  ‘at  least  once  every  3  months.’ 

“Sec.  4.  Section  710  (b)  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  is 
^mended  to  read  as  follows; 

\‘“(b)  (1)  ’The  President  is  further  author- 
i^,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  necessary 
anmlappropriate  in  order  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  subject  to  such 
regul^ons  as  he  may  issue,  to  employ  per¬ 
sons  ofVutstanding  experience  and  ability 
without  ^mpensatlon; 

“  ‘(2)  Tife  President  shall  be  guided  In  the 
exercise  of  «^e  authority  provided  in  this 
subsection  b^he  following  policies: 

“  ‘(i)  So  far  Vs  possible,  operations  under 
the  act  shall  carried  on  by  full-time, 
salaried  employee\of  the  Government,  and 
appointments  undeV  this  authority  shall  be 
to  advisory  or  consuRative  positions  only. 

“‘(il)  Appointments),  to  positions  other 
than  advisory  or  consuPtotive  may  be  made 
under  this  authority  oMy  when  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  position’^e  such  that  the 
incumbent  must  personally  possess  out¬ 
standing  experience  and  ao^fity  not  ob¬ 
tainable  on  a  full-time,  salar^d  basis. 

“‘(iii)  In  the  appointment  oi  personnel 
and  in  assignment  of  their  dutie^^he  head 
of  the  department  or  agency  involfl^  shall 
take  steps  to  avoid,  to  as  great  an^xtent 
as  possible,  any  conflict  between  th^oy- 
ernmental  duties  and  the  private  inteS^ts 
of  such  personnel.  X 

“‘(3)  Any  person  appointed  under  tn» 
authority  of  this  subsection  shall  file,  undefl 
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o\h,  with  the  head  of  the  employing  agency 
at\he  time  of  employment  a  full  and  com¬ 
plete  report  of  his  outside  connections,  list¬ 
ing  ail  personal  and  financial  relationships 
whiclAhe  has  or  had  within  12  months 
prior  rb  his  appointment  with  any  person, 
firm,  cOTporatlon,  or  other  entity,  or  any 
trade  or&nlzation,  labor  union  or  similar 
organization,  and  he  shall  file  mcmthly 
thereafter,\inder  oath,  so  long  as  his  ap¬ 
pointment  toall  be  in  effect,  any  changes 
in  such  outSde  connections. 

“  ‘(4)  Appomtees  under  this  subsection 
(b)  shall,  wheX  policy  matters  are  Involved, 
be  limited  to  arising  appropriate  full-time 
salaried  Government  officials  who  are  re¬ 
sponsible  for  maVing  policy  decisions. 

“  ‘(5)  Any  person  employed  under  this 
subsection  (b)  is  'hereby  exempted,  with 
respect  to  such  emp^yment,  from  the  op¬ 
eration  of  sections  2!U,  283,  284,  434,  and 
1914  of  title  18,  Unitfed  States  Code,  and 
section  190  of  the  Revis^i  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C. 
99).  except  that —  \ 

“  “(i)  exemption  hereunder  shall  not  ex¬ 
tend  to  the  negotiation  or  ^ecutlon,  by  such 
appointee,  of  Government  contracts  with  the 
private  employer  of  such  ap^intee  or  with 
any  corporation.  Joint  stock  company,  asso¬ 
ciation,  firm,  partnership,  or^ther  entity 
in  the  pecuniary  profits  or  ^n  tracts  of 
which  the  appointee  has  any  direct  or  in¬ 
direct  Interest:  \ 

“'(li)  exemption  hereunder  shall  not  ex¬ 
tend  to  making  any  recommendatioX  or  tak¬ 
ing  any  action  with  respect  to  incUvldual 
applications  to  the  Government  foA  relief 
or  assistance,  on  appeal  or  otherwise,  lander 
the  provisions  of  the  act  made  by  theVpri- 
vate  employer  of  the  appointee  or  by  imy 
corporation,  joint  stock  company,  assoc' 
tion,  firm,  partnership,  or  other  entity 
the  pecuniary  profits  or  contracts  of  whlcl 
the  appointee  has  any  direct  or  indirect 
interest:  / 

“‘(ill)  exemption  hereunder  shall  not  ex¬ 
tend  to  the  prosecution  by  the  appolnye, 
or  participation  by  the  appointee  in  /ny 
fashion  in  the  prosecution,  of  any  chtlms 
against  the  Government  involving  anj^nat- 
ter  concerning  which  the  appointee  Imd  any 
responsibility  during  his  employmeryf  under 
this  subsection,  during  the  period/of  such 
employment  and  the  further  p^od  of  2 
years  after  the  termination  of  i4uch  em¬ 
ployment:  and  / 

“  ‘(iv)  exemption  hereunder  ihall  not  ex¬ 
tend  to  the  receipt  or  payment  of  salary  in 
connection  with  the  appointee’s  Govern¬ 
ment  service  hereunder  frym  any  source 
other  than  the  private  emDloyer  of  the  ap¬ 
pointee  at  the  time  of  /his  appointment 
hereunder.  / 

“  ‘(6)  Appointments  under  this  subsection 
(b)  shall  be  supported  Ay  written  certifica¬ 
tion  by  the  head  of  yLe  employing  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency — 

“‘(1)  that  the  anf)ointment  is  necessary 
and  appropriate  liy  order  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  act: 

“‘(ii)  that  thy  duties  of  the  position  to 
which  the  appointment  is  being  made  require 
outstanding  exserlence  and  ability: 

“‘(ill)  that/the  appointee  has  the  out¬ 
standing  expAience  and  ability  required  by 
the  posltioiy  and 

“  *(iv)  thnt  the  department  or  agency  head 
has  been  ynable  to  obtain  a  person  with  the 
qualifica^ns  necessary  for  the  position  on 
a  full-time,  salaried  basis. 

“‘(T^The  heads  of  the  departments  or 
agenc^s  making  appointments  under  this 
subsytlon  (b)  shall  file  with  the  Division  of 
the  federal  Register  a  statement  including 
thy  name  of  the  appointee,  the  employing 
d^artment  or  agency,  the  title  of  his  posi- 
Dn.  and  the  name  of  his  private  employer. 
‘(8)  At  least  once  every  3  months  the 
fChairman  of  the  United  States  Civil  Service 


Commission  shall  survey  appointments  m. 
under  this  subsection  and  shall  repory 
findings  to  the  President  and  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Defense  Production  and  maM  such 
recommendations  as  he  may  deem  Croper.’ 

“Sec.  5.  Section  712  of  the  DefenseyProduc- 
tion  Act  of  1950,  as  amended,  is  amended — 

“(1)  by  seeking  out  ‘25’  from  lAe  second 
sentence  of  subsection  (c)  the^f  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘40’:  au 

“(2)  by  striking  out  ‘$50,000^  in  the  first 
sentence  of  subsection  (e)  tt^ereof  and  in 
sertlng  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$65,“ 

“Sec.  6.  Section  717  of  th^befense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950,  as  amenyd,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘July  31,  1^5’  from  the  first 
sentence  of  subsection  fe)  thereof  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  ioune  30,  1956.’  " 

The  amendment /as  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ord^ed  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  w’as  read  ^he  third  time,  and 
passed. 

A  motion  to /Reconsider  and  the  bill 
H.  R.  7470  weire  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  SPENCIE.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  t/ble  the  bill  S.  2391  with  an 
amendmem  of  the  House,  insist  on  the 
amendm^t  of  the  House,  and  ask  for  a 
confereiwe  with  the  Senate. 

The  Speaker,  is  there  objection  to 
the  re/uest  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
heaiB  none  and  appoints  the  following 
comerees:  Messrs.  Spence,  Brown  of 
(^orgia,  Patman,  Rains,  Wolcott, 
fAMBLE,  and  Talle. 


,  INVESTIGATION  BY  COMMI'rTEE  ON 
WAYS  AND  MEANS 

iMr.  SMI'TH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
bAdirection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  offer  the  following  privileged  resolu- 
tionyH.  Res.  331,  Rept.  No.  1601)  and 
ask  fbr  its  immediate  consideration. 

The 'Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resol■i^^d,  That  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  MeariB,  acting  as  a  whole  or  by  subcom¬ 
mittee,  ls^authorlzed  and  directed  to  con¬ 
duct  thorough  studies  and  Investigations  of 
all  matters  c\ming  within  the  Jurisdiction  of 
such  commitree, 

Sec.  2.  For  t^  purposes  of  this  resolution, 
the  committee,  any  subcommittee  thereof, 
is  authorized  tomold  such  hearings,  to  sit 
and  act  during  th\  present  Congress  at  such 
times  and  places,\  within  the  continental 
United  States,  its  T«rltorles  and  possessions 
as  the  committee  ma\  determine,  whether  or 
not  the  House  is  in  sJtesion,  has  recessed,  or 
has  adjourned,  to  reqiiffe  the  attendance  of 
such  witnesses  and  the^roduction  of  such 
books,  papers,  and  docurSents  by  subpena  or 
otherwise,  to  administer  ^ch  oaths,  and  to 
take  such  testimony,  as  lt\deems  necessary 
Subpenas  may  be  issued  under  the  signature 
of  the  chairman  of  the  comnUttee  or  of  any 
subcommittee,  or  by  any  menujer  designated 
by  any  such  chairman,  and  ma\be  served  by 
any  person  designated  by  any  su^h  chairman 
or  member. 

Sec.  3.  The  committee  may  rep^-t  to  the 
House  at  any  time  during  the  pre^nt  Con 
gress  the  results  of  any  studies  or  InSestiga 
tions  made  under  authority  of  this  Resolu¬ 
tion,  together  with  such  recommen«tions 
as  it  deems  appropriate.  Any  such 
which  is  made  when  the  House  is  not  in\es- 
Elon  shall  be  filed  with  the  Clerk  of 
House. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
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REVISION  AND  EXTENSION  OP 
SUGAR  A(Tr  OF  1948 


Mr.  CCDOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Aet  of  1948,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7030  with 
Mr.  Davis  of  Tennessee  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  will  be  recognized  for  30  min¬ 
utes  and  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Hope]  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  CCX)LEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  29  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  committee  is  about 
to  present  to  this  House  one  of  the  most 
complicated  pieces  of  legislation  that  the 
House  has  ever  been  called  upon  to  con¬ 
sider.  It  is  of  far-reaching  importance. 
The  time  for  presenting  this  complicated 
biil  to  the  House  is  very  limited.  I  have 
at  my  disposal  only  30  minutes,  which  is 
a  rather  short  time  to  present  a  bill  of 
this  importance  to  the  House,  when  our 
committee  has  worked  diligently  on  the 
bill  for  more  than  a  month,  with  meet¬ 
ings  in  the  morning  and  in  the  afternoon. 
I  know  I  have  never  worked  harder  on 
any  bill  that  has  been  reported  from  our 
committee  dm'ing  my  service  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  than  I  have  on  this  bill.  It  af¬ 
fects  people  in  far-distant  places  and  it 
vitally  affects  every  one  of  your  consti¬ 
tuents. 

In  presenting  the  matter  to  the  Rules 
Committee,  knowing  that  the  Rules 
Committee  was  pressed  for  time  just  as 
we  are  pressed  for  time,  I  stated  to  that 
committee  that  I  would  not  undertake  to 
discuss  the  details  of  this  complicated 
program,  and  unless  there  is  some  real 
demand  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the 
program  we  are  now  presenting,  I  should 
like  very  much  to  avoid  a  discussion  of 
those  details,  if  possible. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROS§.  When  does  the  present 
law  expire? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  present  law  was 
rewritten  in  1951  and  it  expires  in  De¬ 
cember  1956. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then  why  is  the  bill 
here  at  all  today? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  asked  me  that  question.  I  will  be 
very  glad  to  answer  it. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  No  hearings  have  been 
printed  on  this  bill;  is  that  so? 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Unfortunately,  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  MORANO.  How  do  we  know  what 
transpired  in  the  hearings? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  he  will  give  me  a  chance. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Does  this  further 
restrict  the  quotas  allowed  to  the  grow¬ 
ers  of  sugar  in  this  country? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No. 

Mr.  CHUDOPF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CHUDOPF.  The  gentleman  said 
he  did  not  want  to  go  into  details.  In 
Philadelphia  we  have  two  big  sugar  re¬ 
fineries  that  refine  practically  all  of  the 
Cuban  sugar  that  comes  into  this  coun¬ 
try.  I  am  told  by  men  who  work  in  that 
factory  that  this  is  going  to  cut  off 
Cuban  sugar  completely.  They  will  have 
to  close  up  their  refinery  if  that  is  so. 

I  would  like  to  know  whether  that  is  true 
or  not. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
let  me  proceed  with  my  statement,  I 
think  I  can  save  time,  and  I  will  try  as 
best  I  can  to  explain  the  bill.  I  have  no 
desire  to  avoid  a  discussion  of  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  bill,  but  I  do  want  to  say,  in 
the  first  place,  the  information  that  the 
gentleman  has  received  is  entirely  in¬ 
accurate. 

We  have  before  us  the  proposition  of 
dividing  8,400,000  tons  of  sugar. 

That  sugar  is  divided  among  our  do¬ 
mestic  producers,  the  beet  area,  the 
sugarcane  area,  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii, 
and  then  we  provide  an  allotment  for 
the  Philippines,  for  Cuba,  for  Mexico, 
for  the  Dominican  Republic,  for  Peru, 
Haiti,  Panama,  and  so  on.  Representa¬ 
tives  of  every  country  and  area  partic¬ 
ipating  in  this  program  have  been  very 
active  in  behalf  of  the  particular  area 
in  which  they  are  interested. 

This  town  has  been  literally  throbbing 
with  lobbyists  and  lawyers.  I  was  urged 
to  start  these  hearings,  and  I  was  re¬ 
luctant  to  do  so  because  I  knew  just 
how  controversial  this  matter  is. 

When  the  bill  was  presented  to  this 
House  in  1951  by  our  committee,  it  was 
only  briefly  discussed,  because  when  all 
these  various  groups  came  to  me  for 
hearings  I  insisted  that  they  themselves 
try  to  reach  an  agreement,  and,  they 
did  just  that.  So,  when  the  bill  was 
presented  here,  I  doubt  if  a  single  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  House  even  remembers  the 
occasion.  It  was  adopted,  and  we  pro¬ 
ceed  to  live  with  it  and  under  it  until 
our  own  domestic  growers,  because  of  no 
fault  of  their  own,  found  themselves  with 
a  burdensome  surplus,  and  when  this 
Congress  convened  a  bill  was  introduced 
in  the  other  body  which  was  supported 
by  49  Senators.  More  than  30  bills  were 
introduced  in  this  House  and  referred  to 
our  committee.  I  mention  that  only  to 
show  you  the  interest  in  this  legislation. 

Then  a  meeting  was  called  at  the 
White  House  and  some  40  to  45  Senators 
and  Congressmen  attended  the  meeting 
with  the  President.  At  that  meeting  the 


President  was  advised  of  the  fact  that 
this  law  would  not  expire  until  Decem¬ 
ber  1956  but  that  notwithstanding  that 
expiration  date  this  Sugar  Act  should 
be  opened  up  to  the  end  that  the  domes¬ 
tic  producers  might  be  given  some  relief. 
At  that  meeting  I  think  the  President 
said  something  like  this: 

I  realize  that  it  is  better  to  write  this  sort 
of  legislation  in  advance  of  the  year  in 
which  it  goes  into  operation.  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  we  should  have  conferences. 

I  am  not  trying  to  quote  the  Pi-esident, 
but  this  is  the  substance  of  what  he  said : 

And  I  will  call  it  to  the  attention  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  But — 

He  said — 

the  State  Department  should  be  in  the  con¬ 
ferences  and  we  should  not  run  out  on  any 
agreements. 

That  is  the  first  time  I  had  ever  seen 
that  many  Members  of  Congress  to¬ 
gether,  none  of  whom  wanted  to  talk. 
Not  another  word  was  said,  and  we  left 
the  White  House.  No  one  asked  the 
President  what  he  meant  when  he  said 
we  should  not  run  out  on  agreements. 
We  all  knew  what  he  meant  when  he  said 
the  State  Department  should  be  in  on  the 
conferences.  I  interpreted  what  he  said 
to  mean  that  he  regarded  the  sugar  law 
somewhat  in  the  nature  of  an  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  with  Cuba.  Of  course, 
it  is  not  an  international  agreement. 
We  know  we  have  a  perfect  right  legally 
and  morally  to  change  any  law  we  enact. 
This  law  we  are  asking  you  to  accept  to¬ 
day  can  be  changed  tomorrow  if  Con¬ 
gress  decides  to  exercise  its  will.  So,  the 
pressure  was  terrific  not  to  open  up  the 
act,  not  to  schedule  hearings,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  pressure  was  terrific 
to  open  up  the  act  and  to  schedule 
hearings. 

All  these  bills  were  pending  in  our  com¬ 
mittee.  Finally,  in  April  I  asked  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson,  the 
Department  of  State,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  for  a  report  on  these 
bills.  The  Department  of  the  Interior, 
of  course,  is  interested  because  of  the 
Territories.  Although  I  asked  for  the 
reports  in  April,  we  did  not  receive  a  re¬ 
port.  Weeks  came  and  went.  Finally, 
on  the  22d  day  of  June,  we  started  these 
hearings.  I  was  so  certain  that  we 
would  find  ourselves  deadlocked  in  a 
great  controversy,  that  we  would  only 
consume  2  or  3  days  and  then  perhaps 
call  off  the  hearings.  But  after  the  hear¬ 
ings  were  started,  the  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partments,  in  testifying  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  when  they  were  reminded  of  the 
fact  that  they  had  not  reported  on  any 
of  these  bills,  they  finally  brought  in  a 
report.  When  we  received  the  report 
and  the  bill  which  was  proposed  by  the 
administration,  it  was  in  language  diffi¬ 
cult  to  understand. 

So  I  asked  that  the  formula  be  broken 
down  into  tonnages  so  that  our  com¬ 
mittee  could  deal  with  figures  and  facts 
concerning  the  different  areas.  That 
was  done.  We  were  presented  with  a 
chart.  When  we  received  the  chart 
showing  the  tonnages,  it  was  easy  to 
understand  what  had  been  done. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  took 
the  position  that  in  dealing  with  for¬ 


eign  countries  the  State  Department 
should  exercise  its  judgment  as  to  the 
quotas  for  those  foreign  countries.  Agri¬ 
culture  made  its  recommendations  with 
regard  to  the  domestic  areas,  and  the 
two  Departments  concurred  in  the  result. 

When  that  chart  was  presented  and 
understood,  apparently  everybody  was 
dissatisfied.  I  know  that  members  of 
our  committee  approached  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  their  duty  impartially  and  with 
open  minds  and  in  an  effort  to  accom¬ 
plish  something  that  would  be  as  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  administrative  branch  as 
possible  and  something  that  would  be 
equitable  among  all  of  the  areas. 

So  we  started  with  the  proposal  from 
the  Department,  and  all  of  us  were  de¬ 
termined  to  stick  as  closely  as  we  pos¬ 
sibly  could  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  administration,  but  not  do  violence 
to  ourselves  and  our  own  judgment  and 
to  other  areas. 

While  we  gave  careful  consideration 
to  the  bill  recommended  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  we  claimed  for  ourselves  the 
right  to  prepare  and  present  a  "bill  which 
we  considered  to  be  fair,  just,  and  equi¬ 
table. 

The  bill  presented  to  us  called  for  a 
55-45  division  of  the  consumption  in  the 
American  market.  We  started  out  with 
8,400,000  tons.  The  departments  recom¬ 
mended  that  we  give  our  own  producers 
55  percent  of  that  and  the  other  45  per¬ 
cent  of  our  consumption  to  Cuba  and  to 
other  foreign  countries.  They  went  fur¬ 
ther  than  that  and  took  it  upon  them¬ 
selves  in  the  Department  of  State  to  say 
that  in  the  distribution  of  the  45  percent 
of  our  total  consumption  among  Cuba 
and  foreign  countries,  it  should  be  di¬ 
vided  60  percent  to  Cuba  and  40  percent 
to  the  full  duty  countries. 

Our  committee  again  exercised  its  own 
will  and  we  changed  the  figures  of  60-40 
to  50-50 — and  we  changed  the  55-45  to 
50-50.  And  then  we  claimed  for  our¬ 
selves  the  right  to  make  other  arbitrary 
decisions. 

This  matter  was  presented  to  us  as 
if  there  were  something  sacred  about  the 
formula  that  had  been  worked  out  in  the 
bill.  I  pointed  out  to  the  officials  that 
they  had  made  at  least  20  arbitrary  de¬ 
cisions  and  determinations  before  they 
arrived  at  their  formula. 

We  certainly  have  a  right  to  make 
some  arbitrary  decisions  ourselves.  We 
tried  to  satisfy  as  many  people  as  we 
could  and  to  do  as  little  harm  as  possi¬ 
ble  to  any  particular  area,  because  in 
dividing  this  up  we  could  only  give  away 
that  which  we  could  take  away  from 
somebody  else.  So  we  started  out  with 
this:  The  Department  had  taken  away 
from  Cuba  100,000  tons  of  sugar  and 
had  given  it  to  our  domestic  producers. 
The  Department  had  recommended 
977,000  tons  of  sugar  for  the  Philippines, 
and  that  was  an  arbitrary  decision.  The 
Department  had  suggested  that  the 
Philippine  quota  be  frozen  through  the 
life  of  the  bill.  That  was  an  arbitrary 
decision,  and  we  accepted  all  of  these  ar¬ 
bitrary  decisions. 

Naturally,  every  group  affected  was 
asking  for  an  increased  quota.  The  re¬ 
finers  from  Houston  to  Boston  were  in¬ 
terested  in  this  legislation.  The  refiners 
of  sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  wanted  to  in- 
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crease  their  refined  sugar  quota.  So  the 
committee — with  all  these  problems  be¬ 
fore  us,  and  I  say  that  I  do  not  want 
to  discuss  the  details  of  the  act  because 
if  I  do  I  will  never  be  able  to  tell  you 
what  I  want  to  tell  you  about  the  bill — 
started  out  to  do  the  best  job  we  could. 

First,  after  giving  100,000  tons  to  our 
domestic  producers  and  fixing  the  Phil¬ 
ippine  quota  at  a  fair  level  of  977,000 
tons,  the  Hawaiian  Islands  are  perfect¬ 
ly  satisfied  because  they  have  a  quota 
large  enough,  they  think,  to  take  care 
of  their  needs.  Puerto  Rico  has  been 
willing  to  accept  what  we  have  provided 
in  this  bill  for  Puerto  Rico,  although  it 
is  far  short  of  its  wants.  Puerto  Rico 
would  like  to  have  an  increased  quota. 
Puerto  Rico  would  like  to  have  an  in¬ 
creased  raw  sugar  quota  and  an  in¬ 
creased  refined  sugar  quota. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Now  that 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri- 
cultm-e  has  explained  the  bill,  I  wonder 
if  he  would  admit  that  the  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  is  just  as  confused  as  the  road 
legislation  was  last  week. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  admit  this  House 
will  really  be  confused  if  they  try  to 
know  all  that  is  in  this  bill.  It  is  some¬ 
thing  you  almost  are  forced  to  accept 
upon  faith.  I  think  you  are  justified  in 
accepting  it  upon  faith  because  this  sugar 
program  has  been  in  operation  for  20 
years,  and  I  am  certain  that  some  of  you 
ladies  and  gentleman  who  are  listening 
to  me  now  did  not  know  that.  I  have 
made  speeches  in  city  districts  and 
throughout  this  country  and  I  have  said 
to  many  audiences,  “People  denounce 
the  farm  program,  but  here  is  one  part 
of  our  program  that  no  one  denounces.” 
The  program  has  operated  so  well,  so 
successfully,  and  so  smoothly,  that  the 
average  housewife  is  not  even  aware  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  a  sugar  program. 
Even  the  average  Congressman  is  un¬ 
aware  of  the  fact  that  we  have  a  sugar 
program.  But  we  have  it.  It  has  op¬ 
erated  well,  and  under  the  program, 
prices  have  been  stabilized  through  the 
years.  We  have  avoided  great  fluctua¬ 
tions  in  prices  even  in  war.  World  War  II, 
the  Korean  war,  and  otherwise.  On  this 
program  at  the  end  of  this  year  this 
sugar  program  will  result  in  a  net  profit 
to  the  taxpayers  of  America  of  more 
than  $300  million. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Ml'.  BELCHER.  In  addition,  at  this 
time  the  Government  does  not  own  one 
single  dollar’s  worth  of  sugar. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  right. 
If  a  program  has  operated  so  well  so  long, 
that  is  justification  for  your  accepting 
this  program  today  on  faith. 

Mr.  HALE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Ml'.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine. 

Mr.  HALE.  Am  I  correct  in  under¬ 
standing  that  the  general  effect  of  this 
legislation  is  to  cut  down  the  importa¬ 
tions  from  Cuba  in  favor  of  importations 


from  other  Western  Hemisphere  coun¬ 
tries? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  If  I  can  hurry  on, 
I  think  I  can  tell  you  what  we  did. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  this,  and  I 
think  I  am  right.  There  are  men  here 
who  can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong. 
There  are  people  on  this  floor  from 
the  beet-sugar-growing  areas.  We  have 
some  distinguished  Members  from  the 
Congress  on  the  committee  from  the 
beet-producing  districts.  They  are  here 
to  speak  for  themselves.  But  I  think  I 
am  safe  in  saying  to  you  that  they  are 
satisfied  with  this  bill,  and  that  those 
from  the  cane-sugar-producing  areas 
are  also  satisfied  with  the  bill.  The  peo¬ 
ple  in  Hawaii  are  satisfied  with  the  bill. 
Puerto  Rico  is  satisfied  with  it.  All  of 
the  full-duty  countries  are  satisfied  with 
it.  I  think  I  am  safe  in  saying  that  the 
refiners  of  America  are  satisfied  with  it, 
and  if  they  are  not,  they  can  speak  for 
themselves.  When  I  say  they  are  satis¬ 
fied,  I  mean  there  is  general  satisfaction 
with  the  bill.  I  do  not  mean  as  we  have 
presented  it  and  as  it  is  here  now,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  some  controversies  in¬ 
volved.  There  is  a  section  here  that 
deals  almost  directly  with  the  Philip¬ 
pines  because  the  Philippines  have  dis¬ 
criminated  against  us  in  their  own  Con¬ 
gress.  They  have  enacted  a  law  and 
have  named  the  American  Virginia  type 
of  tobacco  by  name,  and  they  by  their 
congressional  action  have  driven  us  out 
of  their  markets  and  have  unfairly  dis¬ 
criminated  against  us.  That  act  is  still 
on  their  books.  So  we  put  this  provision 
in  this  bill,  and  I  will  say  here  and  now 
that  it  is  directed  at  the  Philippines  be¬ 
cause  of  that  unfair  law  which  they  en¬ 
acted  against  us,  which  is  nothing  more 
or  less  than  a  gratuitous  insult  to  the 
American  flag,  because  even  if  the  law 
were  repealed  tomorrow,  we  could  not 
force  them  to  buy  tobacco.  They  have 
provided  by  law  that  their  manufactur¬ 
ers  cannot  buy  our  tobacco.  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter  with  many  people  and 
I  have  agreed  that  when  the  amendment 
is  offered  to  strike  out  that  section,  I 
will  accept  the  amendment  and  let  the 
section  be  stricken  out. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormick]  will  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment,  but  I  am  saying  here 
now,  and  I  want  to  make  it  clear,  that  the 
Congress  of  the  Philippines  can  repeal 
their  law  just  as  quickly  as  we  can  with¬ 
draw  this  amendment,  and  if  they  do  not 
do  it,  I  am  saying  now  that  I  will  bring 
a  bill  out  of  my  committee  in  January 
to  prevent  any  further  discriminations 
against  any  agricultural  commodities 
produced  in  our  country. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  has  al¬ 
ready  answered  one  question  that  I  had, 
but  I  do  have  another  question.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  whether  this 
bill  was  well  supported  in  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Oh,  yes;  I  will  say  that 
but  for  one  section  in  the  bill  I  have  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  the  vote  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  would  have  been  unanimous  or 
almost  unanimous.  The  section  I  refer 
to  is  the  section  providing  for  nonre- 
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course  loans.  We  do  provide  here  for 
relief — not  only  should  we  provide  im¬ 
mediate  relief  for  our  domestic  produc¬ 
ers,  but  we  should  give  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  the  benefit  of  nonrecourse  loans 
at  a  level  of  90  percent  of  parity,  I  am 
certain  that  an  amendment  will  be  of¬ 
fered  to  strike  this  provision  out.  I  still 
believe  it  should  be  retained.  But  if  the 
producers  do  not  want  it,  and  if  the 
Congressmen  representing  those  dis¬ 
tricts  in  which  sugar  is  produced  do  not 
want  it,  I  certainly  shall  not  attempt  to 
force  a  loan  program  upon  them.  I  un¬ 
derstand  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Utah  EMi'.  Dixon],  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  this  provision 
for  nonrecourse  loans. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  was  In  hopes  that 
somebody  from  that  area  of  the  coun- 
ti'y  would  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
it  out,  because  certainly  most  of  them 
from  the  Rocky  Mountain  area  voted 
against  90  percent  of  parity  for  Mid¬ 
western  agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  exactly  the 
reason  why  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  is  not  willing  to  take  it  out. 
I  want  them  to  take  it  out,  if  it  is  to  be 
taken  out. 

Mr.  BELCHER.  I  think  you  have 
cleared  up  the  question  I  wanted  to  ask, 
that  is  that  the  two  controversial  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  bill  of  the  90  percent  and 
the  Philippines,  and  my  understanding 
is  that  the  gentleman  is  not  opposed  to 
taking  them  out. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  but  I  want  these 
82 1/2 -percenters  to  take  it  out;  I  do  not 
want  to  take  it  out  myself. 

One  other  thing  about  the  State  De¬ 
partment.  The  State  Department  is  ob¬ 
jecting  to  the  bill  as  it  affects  Peru  be¬ 
cause  Peru  would  be  greatly  handicapped 
in  negotiations  in  connection  with  the 
International  Sugar  Agi-eement  if  that 
provision  is  retained  in  the  bill.  The 
Peruvian  representative,  a  very  distin¬ 
guished  Washington  lawyer,  came  to  me 
and  pointed  out  that  Peru  would  be 
handicapped  by  this  provision  and  would 
go  to  the  next  international  sugar  con¬ 
ference  handcuffed  and  would  be  unable 
to  negotiate  at  arms  length  and  on  a  fair 
basis  with  other  countries.  I  shall  there¬ 
fore,  offer  an  amendment  to  strike  out 
this  provision. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  I  wonder 
if  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
would  tell  the  House  what  the  average 
acre  subsidy  is. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  no¬ 
body  objects  I  will  take  3  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  say 
to  my  good  friend  from  Illinois  that  it 
would  take  too  much  of  the  time  of  the 
House  to  answer  the  gentleman’s  ques¬ 
tion,  because  the  subsidy  per  acre  varies 
in  different  areas. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Would  the 
gentleman  admit  that  it  averages  better 
than  $40  an  acre  in  the  United  States? 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  the  figures  and 
assure  the  gentleman  I  will  put  them 
in,  but  I  think  the  gentleman  is  very 
modest  in  the  figure  he  uses, 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  It  will 
average  more  than  $42  an  acre  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Probably  so.  But 
when  you  think  about  voting  against 
this  bill,  just  think  what  the  situation 
would  be  if  you  did  not  have  this  bill. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  I  did  vote 
against  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  surprised  at  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Ml-.  SHEEHAN.  One  of  the  objec¬ 
tions  that  has  been  made  has  been  to 
the  use  of  1947  as  a  factor  in  the  com¬ 
putation  of  price. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  has  been  taken 
out.  That  is  something  that  will  prob¬ 
ably  afford  some  relief  to  the  industrial 
users  and  I  assume  that  is  what  the 
gentleman  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Not  only  that,  but  also 
the  formula  is  modified  in  the  way  the 
gentleman  has  indicated.  Fui’thermore, 
any  time  that  the  Secretary  thinks  sugar 
prices  are  too  high  he  can  authorize  the 
bringing  in  of  more  offshore  sugar  and 
that  itself  would  tend  to  put  prices  down. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN,  Was  it  not  proposed 
that  instead  of  using  1947  as  a  base, 
1947-49  be  used  as  a  base? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly.  That  is 
correct,  and  that  is  the  provision  we 
approved. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  What  advantage  or 
disadvantage  does  it  give? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  My  recollection  is  a 
reduction  of  about  80  cents  a  ton. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN,  You  mean  it  reduces 
the  total. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  price  would  go 
down  that  much. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  However,  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  should  use  this  as  a 
factor  in  getting  at  the  prices  does  not 
the  gentleman  think  it  would  get  close 
to  105  or  110  percent  of  parity,  using 
1947-49  as  a  factor? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Actually,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  should  carry  out  the  full  effect  of 
the  formula  written  in  the  Sugar  Act 
the  price  of  sugar  would  be  substantially 
higher,  I  think  probably  a  cent  or  a 
cent  and  a  half  a  pound. 

Mr.  SHEEHAN.  It  would  simply 
mean  that  regardless  even  if  the  90  per¬ 
cent  factor  is  taken  out,  if  the  Secretai-y 
of  Agriculture  goes  to  1947-49  base, 
the  price  of  sugar  will  be  105  or  110  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and  this  would  mean  that 
sugar  was  in  the  most  favored  position 
of  any  agricultural  product. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  now  and  always 

lld>S  bCGH 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  but  2  minutes 
remaining,  but  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Refer¬ 
ring  to  the  gentleman’s  statement  of 
what  the  situation  would  be  if  we  did  not 


have  a  law,  In  1920  when  I  was  married 
we  paid  32  cents  a  pound  for  sugar. 
Ever  since  then,  in  my  experience,  it  has 
not  gone  over  8V2  cents  a  pound.  That 
is  what  the  sugar  law  did. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  cannot  live  with¬ 
out  the  act,  because  you  would  actually 
crucify  all  the  domestic  producers. 

Mr.  MORANO.  But  the  law  expires 
in  December  of  1956. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  wish  that  I  had  the 
time,  for  I  would  be  glad  to  go  over  the 
facts  and  show  exactly  what  we  have 
done  for  Cuba. 

Mr.  MORANO.  I  am  thinking  about 
the  United  States  right  now. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Take  the  State  De¬ 
partment  bill  and  our  bill,  and  at  the 
end  of  the  4-year  period  Cuba  has  only 
given  up  about  11,000  tons  of  sugar  more 
than  she  would  have  to  give  up  under  the 
State  Department  bill. 

Mr,  MORANO.  That  may  be  true,  but 
I  am  thinking  about  the  things  that  Cuba 
buys  from  the  United  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  what  about 
Mexico?  Mexico  buys  more  from  us 
than  Cuba  and  all  the  full  duty  countries 
put  together. 

Every  sugar-producing  area  and  all  the 
problems  of  all  of  those  areas  were  care¬ 
fully  considered  by  members  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  in  our  efforts  to  deal  fairly  and 
justly  with  the  people  from  all  of  the 
sugar-producing  areas  participating  in 
this  program.  Hearings  started  June  22 
and  ended  July  21.  Twenty  meetings  of 
our  committee  were  held.  More  than 
1,300  pages  of  testimony  was  taken  and 
numerous  lengthy  statements  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committtee  and  inserted  in 
the  record.  More  than  100  witnesses  tes¬ 
tified,  and  hundreds  of  letters  and  tele¬ 
grams  were  received  and  considered. 
Numerous  charts  and  documents  were 
analyzed,  and  many  formulas  were  con¬ 
sidered.  The  one  purpose  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  was  to  act  impartially  and  to  do- 
justice  among  all  friendly  areas  partici¬ 
pating  in  this  program. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  appreciate  the  hard  work  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  in  response  to 
the  appeal  of  representatives  of  sugar- 
producing  areas,  but  it  is  to  be  regretted 
that  the  involved  relationship  between 
the  economic  problems  dealt  with  in  the 
pending  bill  and  those  of  other  countries, 
particularly  of  Cuba,  have  not  received 
greater  emphasis.  Our  own  welfare  re¬ 
quires  it,  and  I  trust  that  in  the  periodic 
reviews  which  this  legislation  will  receive 
we  may  be  able  to  devise  an  acceptable 
policy  with  reference  to  the  importation 
of  Cuban  sugar.  Undue  restrictions  in 
the  Cuban  quota  create  new  problems  for 
us  since  Cuba’s  interests  are  so  closely 
tied  to  our  own.  I  think  of  this  illustra¬ 
tion,  Ml'.  Chairman.  Cuba,  having  a 
high  per  capita  rice  consumption,  is  one 
of  our  best  customers  for  American  rice, 
but  because  her  sugar  markets  here  are 
not  permitted  to  expand  the  Cuban  peo¬ 
ple  are  not  pm’Chasing  our  rice  in  quan¬ 
tities  they  would  normally  use.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  they  are  forced  to  turn  land  to  rice 
cultivation  for  their  own  use  which  is 
uneconomic  from  every  standpoint. 
Sugar  and  rice  are  vital  elements  in  the 


island’s  economy.  Granting  that  much 
depends  upon  the  wisdom  and  foresight 
of  Cuba’s  own  policjonakers,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  economic  difficulties  in  Cuba 
and  the  Carribean  react  upon  our  own 
domestic  situations.  Ultimately  we 
must  weigh  this  interrelationship. 

As  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  on 
foreign  economic  policy  of  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  I  urge  the 
Agriculture  Committee  members  to  take 
into  account  the  economic  factors  which 
I  have  briefly  described. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true,  as  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  has  stated,  that  it  is  im¬ 
possible  in  the  time  allotted  to  discuss 
all  the  details  of  this  legislation.  How¬ 
ever,  this  is  legislation  which  has  been 
before  the  Congress  ever  since  1934.  We 
passed  legislation  that  year;  in  1937  we 
amended  it  somewhat:  the  1937  legisla¬ 
tion  was  extended  several  times.  We 
passed  legislation  in  1948  and  in  1951, 
all  of  which  embodied  essentially  the 
same  principles  that  are  contained  in 
this  legislation  and  which  did  not  differ 
a  great  deal  from  this  legislation  except 
in  the  distribution  of  sugar  consumption 
to  the  various  producing  areas.  The 
basic  theory  of  the  legislation  has  been 
the  same  since  1934. 

The  problem  that  committee  faced 
and  which  the  House  faces  in  consider¬ 
ing  this  legislation  is  making  as  fair  a 
distribution  of  sugar  production  to  the 
various  producing  areas  as  it  is  possible 
to  do.  I  believe  that  the  committee  has 
done  a  good  job,  not  just  as  I  would 
have  it  if  I  were  writing  it,  not  just  as 
you  would  do  it,  perhaps;  but  when  you 
consider  that  we  have  every  producing 
area  asking  for  more  production  than 
it  is  now  receiving  and  more  than  we 
can  possibly  give,  you  can  understand, 
of  course,  that  no  one  is  going  to  be 
entirely,  satisfied  with  a  bill  of  this  kind. 
It  is  impossible  to  satisfy  everyone. 

For  a  number  of  years  going  back  to 
the  beginning  of  the  war,  and  up  until 
last  year,  we  had  no  particular  problem 
as  far  as  taking  care  of  domestic  sugar 
producers  was  concerned,  because,  owing 
to  the  competition  of  other  crops,  domes¬ 
tic  quotas  on  the  mainland  were  not 
filled.  In  fact,  in  1948  following  the  war 
years,  the  sugar  producers  of  this  coun¬ 
try  voluntarily  gave  up  their  share  of 
any  increase  in  domestic  production  in 
favor  of  Cuba  and  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  But  in  the  period  which  has 
elapsed  since  that  time,  during  which 
we  have  had  a  constantly  increasing  de¬ 
mand  for  sugar  areage  in  this  country, 
due  to  the  fact  that  we  have  a  surplus 
of  almost  every  agricultural  commodity, 
it  has  come  about  that  the  sugar-produc¬ 
ing  areas  on  the  United  States  mainland 
and  in  Puerto  Rico  need  more  sugar 
acreage  and  production.  This  situa¬ 
tion  is  particularly  acute  in  the  main¬ 
land  cane  areas  in  Lousiana,  and  Florida, 
and  it  exists  to  a  considerable  degree 
also  in  the  beet  sugar  producing  areas 
of  the  country. 

This  situation  has  become  so  difficult 
that  in  the  mainland  cane  areas  a  sur- 
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plus  of  sugar  has  accumulated  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  unless  some  relief  is  afforded 
this  year  there  will  be  no  market  for  a 
large  percentage  of  the  cane  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  in  1955. 

Now,  the  same  position  does  not  pre¬ 
vail  as  to  beets,  but  there  are  more. than 
normal  carry-overs  of  beet  sugar,  also. 
The  way  this  bill  attempts  to  solve  that 
problem  is  to  provide  that  for  1955  au¬ 
thority  will  be  given  to  purchase  100,000 
tons  of  sugar  for  foreign  relief  distribu¬ 
tion.  This  100,000  tons  will  be  pur¬ 
chased  from  the  supplies  already  on 
hand  and  will,  to  that  extent,  relieve 
the  congested  situation. 

Then  for  the  year  1956  we  amend  the 
present  law,  which  will  still  be  in  effect 
in  1956,  by  providing  for  a  division  be¬ 
tween  the  domestic  producers  and  the 
foreign  producers  of  the  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  above  8,350,000  tons  of  sugar,  and 
we  provide  for  a  division  of  that  sugar 
on  the  basis  50  percent  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  and  50  percent  to  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers.  Of  the  domestic  50  percent — 
45.2  percent  will  go  to  domestic  beet 
producers,  42.6  to  domestic  cane  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  10.6  percent  to  Puerto  Rico 
and  a  small  percentage  to  the  Virgin 
Islands.  The  50  percent  going  to  for¬ 
eign  countries  will  be  divided  96  percent 
to  Cuba  and  4  percent  to  the  full  duty 
countries.  This  is  for  the  year  1956. 
Beginning  in  1957  domestic  producers 
will  be  given  50  percent  of  the  increase 
in  domestic  consumption,  which  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  about  135,000  tons  per  year. 
Foreign  producers,  excluding  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  will  be  given  the  other  50  percent, 
and  that  will  be  divided  during  the  life 
of  this  legislation  approximately  on  the 
basis  of  one-third  to  Cuba  and  two- 
thirds  to  the  full  duty  countries. 

Now,  there  are  other  changes  in  the 
legislation.  Those  are  the  important 
ones,  however,  as  far  as  the  division  of 
sugar  production  is  concerned,  and  they 
are  the  most  controversial  parts  of  the 
legislation.  There  is  a  change  in  the 
pricing  formula,  which  was  mentioned 
by  the  gentleman  fi’om  North  Carolina, 
[Mr.  Cooley]  in  that  the  base  is  changed 
from  1947  to  the  period  1947-1949,  and 
there  are  changes  in  the  definitions  and 
other  technical  changes  in  the  act 
which  it  will  not  be  possible  for  me  to 
go  into  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washintgon. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  I  have  been  listening 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the 
gentleman’s  presentation  of  this  matter. 
We  have  a  great  many  people  out  in  the 
State  of  Washington  in  the  irrigation 
districts  that  are  classified  as  nonhis¬ 
tory  growers.  These  people  are  vei-y  vi¬ 
tally  interested  in  receiving  some  recog¬ 
nition  in  relation  to  their  needs  for  sugar 
beet  acreage  in  these  new  lands  coming 
under  irrigation.  I  know  the  matter 
was  seriously  discussed  in  committee, 
and  could  the  gentleman  advise  me  as 
to  what  is  provided  in  the  bill  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  any  flexibility  concerning  these 
nonhistory  growers? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  bill  itself  does  not  provide 


any  formula  for  the  distribution  of  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  of  sugar  beets.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  feels  that  very  care¬ 
ful  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
needs  of  the  new  growers  and  so  states 
in  the  report. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  point  I  am  inter¬ 
ested  in  is  this.  1  have  followed  the 
gentleman  closely  and  understand  that 
the  acreage  for  domestic  producers  will 
be  increased? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  What  I  am  particu¬ 
larly  interested  in  is  this,  because  I  have 
had  complaints  about  it.  Will  the  quota 
for  domestic  producers  be  increased  in 
order  to  take  care  of  the  increased  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar?  And  I  want  to  add 
right  there  that  one  domestic  producer 
in  this  country  I  am  informed  has  on 
hand  some  55,000  tons  of  sugar  in  a  ware¬ 
house,  and  cannot  sell  a  pound  of  it  be¬ 
cause  of  the  quota.  Is  there  any  relief 
granted  in  this  bill  to  that  kind  of  a  sit¬ 
uation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  This  bill,  of  course,  pro¬ 
vides,  as  I  stated  in  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks,  for  the  purchase  of  100,000  tons 
of  sugar  for  foreign  relief  pui-poses.  The 
producer  the  gentleman  has  in  mind 
might  get  some  relief  from  that  source, 
as  that  is  the  purpose  of  this  purchase, 
to  relieve  the  situation  on  sugar  which 
has  accumulated  and  cannot  be  disposed 
of  under  the  quota  allocations. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  It  is  one  of  the  large 
cane  pi'oducing  companies  of  this  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr,  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  had  no  such  evi¬ 
dence  as  that  before  the  committee.  We 
did  have  evidence  of  the  fact  that  there 
were  about  15,000  tons  in  Louisiana  and 
about  35,000  tons  in  Florida  actually  in 
storage. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  may  have  mis¬ 
understood  what  was  the  amount,  but 
that  was  the  figure  given  me,  55,000  tons. 
Maybe  it  was  35,000  tons.  This  was  cane 
sugar. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  The  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  in 
answer  to  a  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr. -Holmes!  said 
that  there  was  additional  acreage  for 
domestic  beet  sugar  provided  in  this 
bill.  If  so,  what  is  that  additional  acre¬ 
age,  if  the  gentleman  has  that  figure? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  could  only  be  an 
estimate,  but  from  a  rough  computation 
that  I  made  a  little  while  ago,  it  would 
indicate  that  based  on  the  estimate  of 
135,000  tons  increase  in  consumption  per 
year  and  on  the  division  that  we  are 
talking  about,  50  percent  to  domestic 
producers  and  50  percent  to  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers,  beginning  in  1957  domestic 
sugar  beet  producers  would  get  about 
12,000  acres  per  year  and  mainland  cane 
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producers  would  get  somewhat  less  than 
that. 

Mr.  MORANO.  If  there  is  now  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  beet  sugar,  why  do  we  need  addi¬ 
tional  acreage?  I  do  not  understand 
that. 

Mr.  HOPE.  This  would  be  the  ab¬ 
sorption  of  the  increased  consumption. 
They  will  not  get  the  increased  acreage 
until  the  consumption  increases.  Under 
this  bill  domestic  producers  will  share  in 
the  increase  in  consumption.  Since 
1948  all  increased  consumption  has  gone 
to  Cuba  and  other  foreign  countries. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Hill]. 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  pieces  of  legislation  to  come  be¬ 
fore  this  session  of  Congress. 

Let  me  state  in  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks  that  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  its  chairman  and  both  the  ma¬ 
jority  and  minority  members  have  co¬ 
operated  and  labored  diligently  on  this 
legislation  and  brought  to  this  House  a 
bill  on  the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  which  in  my  considered  opinion 
meets  the  changing  condition  of  world 
production  and  marketing  of  sugar. 

In  order  to  understand  why  we  need 
this  legislation  in  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  we  should  be  reminded  that  the 
basic  quotas  for  the  mainland  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  and  the  Hawaiian  Islands  have 
remained  rigidly  fixed  since  1948.  When 
we  speak  of  the  mainland  sugar  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  we,  of  course,  mean  the 
cane  and  sugar  beet  areas  in  the  United 
States  proper. 

In  the  act  of  1948  Puerto  Rico’s  basic 
quota  was  increased  170,000  tons,  the 
Virgin  Islands  was  increased  6,000  tons, 
but  the  mainland  sugar  producing  areas 
within  the  borders  of  the  United  States 
remained  the  same,  which  was  1,800,000 
tons  beet  area  and  500,000  tons  for  the 
cane  area. 

During  this  same  period  of  time  the 
United  States  consumption  increased 
about  1  million  tons.  And  remember 
now  that  not  1  ton  of  increase  was 
granted  to  the  domestic  sugar  cane  and 
beet  sugar  producers.  This  is  the  main 
reason  the  Sugar  Act  should  be  amended 
and  changed  at  this  time. 

The  Sugar  Acts  of  1934  and  1937  di¬ 
vided  the  United  States  market  percent¬ 
agewise.  The  1937  act  reserved  55.59 
percent  of  the  United  States  market  for 
domestic  producers  and  the  balance  to 
foreign  countries.  And  as  the  demand 
for  sugar  increased  in  the  United  States 
these  producing  areas  shared  propor¬ 
tionately  in  the  expanding  market. 

Under  the  law  as  it  now  exists  Cuba 
supplies  96  percent  of  each  year’s  in¬ 
creased  demand  for  sugar  in  the  United 
States.  All  other  foreign  suppliers  sup¬ 
ply,  not  proportionately  but  in  the  man¬ 
ner  indicated  in  the  legislation — the  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  4  percent.  None  of  the  in¬ 
crease  in  consumption  under  the  present 
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law  can  be  supplied  by  the  domestic  pro- 
ducei-s. 

Under  the  present  law  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  estimated  that  we  will 
use  8,400,000  tons  of  sugar  in  1955  and 
according  to  the  formula  in  the  law  the 
maximum  the  domestic  areas  can  pro¬ 
duce  would  be  in  short  tons  as  follows: 


Domestic  beet _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane _ _  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,052,000 

Puerto  Rico _ ^ _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _ * -  12,  000 


Total _  3,  956,  000 


Under  the  present  law  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  supplies  us  977,000  tons; 
Cuba,  2,859,840  tons;  and  the  full-duty 
countries,  which  are  the  countries  per¬ 
mitted  to  supply  us  with  4  percent  of 
our  annual  consumption,  would  supply 
the  balance. 

These  full-duty  countries,  according 
to  our  report,  would  supply  as  follows: 


Peru _  55,  658 

Dominican  Republic _  29,  592 

Mexico _ 12,  269 

Nicaragua _ -  8,  386 

Haiti _  2,  863 


And  a  small  amount  from  various 
countries  mentioned  in  the  report. 

I  might  add  that  when  we  are  speak¬ 
ing  of  domestic  industry  in  this  Sugar 
Act  we  refer  to  United  States  mainland, 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

I  think  I  should  mention  the  fact  that 
Cuba’s  supply  of  our  entire  domestic 
consumption  in  the  United  States  is 
2,859,840  tons.  Cuba  has  been  well  taken 
care  of  and  certainly  receives  the  cream 
of  the  sugar  imports  under  the  present 
act  and  will  continue  to  do  so  under  H.  R. 
7030. 

Under  the  proposed  changes  in  the 
law  the  domestic  industry  would  be 
granted  quota  increases  to  relieve  an 
intolerable  situation  which  has  devel¬ 
oped  because  of  increased  per-acre  yields 
and  the  inflexibility  of  marketing  quo¬ 
tas  fixed  by  the  present  law.  And  the 
domestic  industry  would  share  in  future 
growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  mar¬ 
kets  on  a  50-50  basis. 

The  principal  reasons  for  considering 
the  changes  of  the  Sugar  Act  at  this  time 
are  based  on  the  fact  that  the  present 
Sugar  Act  expires  at  the  end  of  1956. 
Growers  contract  with  processors  before 
the  planting  of  crops,  and  the  sugar 
crops  are  marketed  a  year  after  the 
crops  are  harvested. 

Our  domestic  sugar  industry  is  im¬ 
portant  to  our  national  well-being  both 
agriculturally  and  economically.  In  the 
vast  reaches  of  the  semi -arid  West,  the 
sugar  beet  has  become  synonymous  with 
stability.  New  growers  could  get  little 
consideration  under  present  legislation, 
but  would  share  in  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  under  H.  R.  7030.  It  is  the 
ace-in-the-hole  upon  which  many  of  our 
western  farmers  depend.  It  is  a  prime 
cash  crop,  it  is  important  to  proper  rota¬ 
tion  practices,  it  is  the  basis  for  live¬ 
stock  feeding  operations. 

In  the  South — Douisiana  and  Florida — 
sugarcane  means  equally  as  much  to  the 
farmers  who  grow  it.  We  have  been  told 
that  in  the  150-year  history  of  the 


sugarcane  industry  in  Louisiana,  no 
other  cash  crop  has  been  found  to  re¬ 
place  sugarcane. 

In  our  offshore  island  possessions— 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands — sugarcane  is  a  mainstay  of  the 
entire  economies. 

Last  year  alone,  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  poured  more  than  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  into  our  national  economy. 

We  are  all  well  aware  that  the  United 
States  sugar  industry  is  regulated  by 
Federal  law.  For  more  than  20  years, 
our  national  sugar  program  has  proven 
to  be  an  excellent  one.  In  1934  we  ini¬ 
tiated  the  present  system.  In  1937  Con¬ 
gress  made  changes  in  the  details  of  the 
first  Sugar  Act.  Again  in  1948  and  in 
1951  it  was  deemed  necessary  to  amend 
and  extend  the  existing  act.  Now,  once 
again,  changing  conditions  make  neces¬ 
sary  changes  in  the  law  to  keep  it  mod¬ 
ernized  and  attuned  to  circumstances  as 
they  now  exist. 

If  we  examine  what  has  taken  place 
in  our  domestic  sugar  industry  and  our 
Nation  as  a  whole  since  the  Sugar  Act 
was  amended,  it  becomes  quite  obvious 
why  this  Congress  must  once  again  re¬ 
vise  the  law  to  fit  new  conditions.  Our 
population  is  expanding  rapidly,  at  the 
rate  of  some  2^2.  million  persons  each 
year.  As  we  grow  in  numbers,  so  do  we 
grow  in  our  appetite  for  food.  Sugar  is 
no  exception.  Our  annual  consumption 
of  this  oommodity  is  going  upward,  year 
by  year. 

But,  as  a  result  of  the  fixed  market¬ 
ing  quota  provisions  applied  to  all  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  producers  in  amendments 
to  the  Sugar  Act  in  1948,  these  people 
have  been  forced  to  remain  static. 
Worse  than  that,  as  our  Nation  grows 
and  expands,  our  sugar  farmers  are  be¬ 
ing  told  they  must  cut  back  their  acre¬ 
ages.  These  cuts  have  become  neces¬ 
sary  because  of  the  fixed  quotas,  plus 
the  industry’s  own  tremendous  advances 
in  efiSciency. 

Our  domestic  sugar  industry  lays  just 
and  indisputable  claim  to  being  the  most 
eflacient  in  the  entire  sugar  world — and 
sugar  is  almost  a  universal  product,  pro¬ 
duced  in  varying  quantities  in  all  but  a 
very  few  countries  on  earth. 

In  the  past  7  years,  our  western  sugar- 
beet  farmers  have  increased  their  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  per  acre  by  some  15 
percent.  In  the  past  30  years,  their 
production  improvement  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  at  68  percent. 

In  Louisiana,  sugar  production  per 
acre  has  been  increased  21  percent  in 
the  past  7  years. 

In  Hawaii,  the  man-hours  required  to 
produce  1  ton  of  sugar  are  the  lowest 
in  the  world. 

These  are  gains  which  have  been 
achieved  through  hard  work  and  hard 
thinking.  Our  farmers  and  processors, 
our  scientists  and  experts  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  our  State  colleges 
and  others  have  united  their  manpower 
and  their  brainpower  in  bringing  into 
reality  these  truly  American  accom¬ 
plishments,  only  to  be  penalized  for 
increasing  efiSciency, 

In  the  past  2  years  our  sugarcane 
farmers  in  Louisiana  and  Florida  have 
had  this  said  to  them  twice  for  an  aggre¬ 
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gate  acreage  cut  of  18  percent.  And  our 
sugar-beet  farmers  throughout  the  West 
have  had  the  same  word  and  a  cut  of 
10  percent  in  their  acreage. 

This  simply  does  not  make  sense  when 
one  considers  that  we  produce  in  this 
Nation  only  a  portion  of  the  sugar  we 
consume.  We  are  not  producing  sugar 
enough  to  meet  our  needs.  We  are  im¬ 
porting  almost  half  of  every  pound  of 
sugar  we  use. 

We  are  penalizing  our  farmers  for  no 
good  reason,  forcing  them  out  of  sugar 
production  into  the  growing  of  other 
crops  already  in  surplus  supply. 

It  is  essential  that  we  reverse  this 
trend  by  passing  H.  R.  7030. 

During  the  12  years  I  have  been  privi¬ 
leged  to  serve  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  there  seldom  has  been 
greater  effort  made  to  solve  a  more 
complex  problem  than  confronted  our 
committee  when  we  addressed  ourselves 
to  the  matter  of  proposed  sugar  legisla¬ 
tion.  Hearings  on  the  proposal  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  ex¬ 
tended  over  a  period  of  a  month.  We 
heard  from  virtually  everyone  with  a 
direct  or  indirect  interest  in  the  matter. 
Thousands  of  words  of  testimony  have 
gone  into  the  record. 

As  we  weighed  the  many  problems  in¬ 
volved,  we  have  been  not  only  keenly 
sensitive  to  the  problems  and  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  our  own  domestic  sugar  industry, 
but  we  have  attempted  to  give  full  at¬ 
tention  to  our  trade  relationships  with 
our  good  neighbors  and  friends  in  for¬ 
eign  lands  who  help  supply  our  sugar. 
The  bill  before  us  represents  give  and 
take  on  all  sides.  We  have  all  had  to 
compromise  in  order  that  some  solution, 
if  not  ideal,  could  be  found  and  action 
taken  this  year. 

Throughout  our  committee  delibera¬ 
tions,  and  now  that  the  matter  is  before 
us  as  a  Committee  of  the  Whole,  it  has 
been  and  continues  to  be  necessary  that 
we  test  the  proposed  amendments  and 
extension  in  relation  to  the  basic  stated 
purposes  of  the  Sugar  Act,  which  is  our 
national  policy.  These  purposes  are 
stated  thus: 

An  act  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
several  States,  with  the  Territories  and  pos¬ 
sessions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  for¬ 
eign  countries:  to  protect  the  welfare  of  the 
consumers  of  sugars  and  those  engaged  in 
the  sugar-producing  industry;  to  promote 
the  export  trade  of  the  United  States;  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  time  is  of  the  essence. 
Our  sugar  farmers  must,  and  deserve  to 
know  now  what  they  are  going  to  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  grow  next  year.  They  cannot 
wait  until  next  spring  to  be  told  how 
they  may  crop  their  lands.  California 
plants  in  November  and  contracts  will 
not  be  let  for  sugar  that  cannot  be  mar¬ 
keted.  They  have  sought  our  counsel 
and  assistance.  We  cannot  deny  them. 

I  earnestly  hope  my  colleagues  that 
you  will  feel  disposed  to  support  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not 
time  to  finish  my  remarks,  so  I  will 
place  them  In  the  Record  and  I  hope 
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you  will  read  them  carefully,  because  we 
tried  very  earnestly  in  this  bill  to  carry 
out  the  theory  that  we  need  a  national 
Sugar  act. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KIEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CEDERBERG.  I  want  to  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  and  also  ex¬ 
press  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
the  appreciation  of  thousands  of  sugar 
beet  growers  in  the  State  of  Michigan 
for  your  farsightedness  in  bringing  up 
this  legislation.  We  think  it  will  be  of 
real  benefit  to  us. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  want  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado  and  to  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  also  have  received  inquiries, 
among  them  a  telegram  asking  why  we 
do  not  have  55  percent  instead  of  50 
percent. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  will  answer  that  under 
the  5-minute  rule. 

(Mr.  BENTLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
connection  with  this  debate  on  H.  R. 
7030,  I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Members  to  the  present  serious  situation 
whereby  fixed  quota  restrictions  are  dis¬ 
criminating  against  United  States  sugar 
and  permitting  foreign  sugar  to  fill  en¬ 
tirely  the  increase  in  the  United  States 
sugar  market. 

In  20  years,  the  cost  of  sugar  has  risen 
30  percent  less  than  the  average  cost  of 
other  foods  and  today  retails  at  prac¬ 
tically  the  same  price  as  it  did  in  1948. 
It  is  a  vital  commodity,  being  crystallized 
energy,  the  lowest  in  cost  per  energy  unit 
of  all  foods,  vital  to  diet,  vital  to  industry 
in  peace  and  war.  It  is  not  a  surplus 
crop  since  the  United  States,  including 
its  Territories,  produces  little  more  than 
half  of  the  sugar  we  consume. 

Since  1948,  United  States  population 
has  increased  from  146  to  162  million 
people,  an  increase  of  16  million.  Dur¬ 
ing  this  same  period,  the  Nation’s  annual 
sugar  consiunption  has  risen  by  a  million 
tons,  from  7.2  to  8.2  million  tons  and  is 
still  increasing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  increase  has  been 
supplied  entirely  by  foreigners.  All  the 
annual  market  growth  goes  to  foreign 
countries,  96  percent  to  Cuba,  4  percent 
to  other  foreigners,  nothing  to  Ameri¬ 
cans.  Domestic  sugar  producers  have 
fixed  quotas  set  by  existing  law  and  can¬ 
not  supply  1  ounce  of  present  or  future 
market  increases  unless  that  law  is 
changed.  Thus  the  American  producers’ 
share  of  the  American  sugar  market 
shrinks  as  the  Nation’s  total  sugar  needs 
rise. 

During  the  last  7  years,  American 
sugar  farmers  have  modernized  and 
mechanized  their  operations  at  great  ex¬ 
pense,  increased  their  efficiency  tre¬ 
mendously  and  raised  their  production 
per  acre  by  as  much  as  20  percent.  How¬ 
ever,  Mr.  Chairman,  their  progress  has 
been  stalled  by  rigid  marketing  quotas 
which  have  forced  drastic  cuts  in  sugar 
crop  acreage  up  to  18  percent  in  the  last 


2  years,  with  more  cuts  to  come  unless 
immediate  action  is  taken. 

This  immediate  action  to  restore  to 
American  producers  their  rightful  share 
in  the  United  States  sugar  market  in¬ 
creases  is  urgent  because  American  citi¬ 
zens  should  no  longer  be  denied  the  right 
to  share  in  the  growth  of  their  own  coun¬ 
try.  If  there  are  further  acreage  cuts  it 
will  work  a  severe  hardship  on  Ameri¬ 
can  sugar  farmers  in  24  States  and  in 
American  Island  Territories.  Further, 
if  more  acres  are  diverted  from  sugar¬ 
cane  or  sugar  beets,  it  will  add  to  the 
supplies  of  crops  which  are  already  in 
surplus.  Finally,  the  American  sugar 
industry,  which  each  year  pours  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  into  the  economic  lifestream 
of  our  country  and  helps  other  indus¬ 
tries  pay  the  wages  of  millions  of  Ameri¬ 
cans,  must  be  kept  healthy. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  that 
bills  have  been  introduced  by  49  Sena¬ 
tors  and  28  Congressmen  to  remedy  the 
situation  that  has  arisen  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  sugar  act.  These  77  sponsors  are  di¬ 
vided  almost  equally  between  the  two 
political  parties  and  there  is  widespread 
bipartisan  support  for  these  measures 
by  many  persons  who  understand  the 
need  for  and  the  effect  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  However,  many  Amei’icans 
have  been  confused  by  a  propaganda 
campaign  conducted  by  certain  Cuban 
sugar  interests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  will  not  reduce-  the  volume  of  sugar 
shipments  from  Cuba  or  any  other  for¬ 
eign  nation  below  their  present  quotas. 
It  does  not  deny  to  Cuba  or  to  any  other 
foreign  producer  the  privilege  of  con¬ 
tinuing  to  participate  in  the  future 
growth  of  the  United  States  market.  It 
merely  restores  the  historic  right  of  our 
own  citizens  to  receive  a  share  of  future 
increases  in  our  own  market  and  it 
should  be  passed  this  year  to  avoid  fur¬ 
ther  damaging  consequences  to  the 
American  sugar  industry. 

Now  what  about  the  situation  in  Mich¬ 
igan.  This  year  Michigan  sugar  beet 
growers  were  allocated  9.58  percent  of 
the  total  acreage  of  850,000  acres.  Now 
in  1950  there  were  5,300  sugar  beet  pro¬ 
ducers  in  Michigan  while  in  1935  there 
were  12,500.  That  drop  is  explained  by 
the  restrictions  and  by  the  acreage  cuts 
on  sugar  beet  farmers  to  which  I  have 
referred  above.  This  unprofitable  sit¬ 
uation  has  driven  many  sugar  beet  pro¬ 
ducers  in  my  district  to  divert  their 
acreage  to  corn,  a  basic  commodity,  and 
now  one  sees  corn  bins  all  throughout 
central  Michigan,  holding  surpluses  un¬ 
der  Government  loans,  whereas  a  few 
years  ago  those  counties  were  corn-im¬ 
porting  areas.  Relief  is  needed  and 
needed  quickly  for  Michigan’s  sugar 
beet  producers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  regard  H.  R. 
7030  as  the  best  possible  relief  that  our 
sugar  producers  can  obtain  but  I  in¬ 
tend  to  support  it  because  it  certainly  is 
a  step  in  the  right  direction.  That  di¬ 
rection  is  to  give  American  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  their  fair  share  of  the  American 
sugar  market. 

(Mr.  CHENOWETH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 
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Mr.  CHENOWETH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.  R.  7030,  a  bill 
amending  and  extending  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948.  I  want  to  commend  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  bringing  this  bill  to  the  floor 
of  the  House. 

I  was  one  of  several  Members  of  the 
House  who  introduced  similar  bills.  My 
bill  was  H.  R.  5470.  I  am  very  much 
interested  in  this  sugar  legislation  and  I 
feel  that  the  bill  before  us  today  is  vitally 
needed  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  represent  the  Third 
Congressional  District  of  Colorado,  which 
is  a  large  sugar  beet  producing  area.  I 
have  three  sugar  beet  factories  located 
in  my  district.  All  of  these  factories 
have  been  in  operation  for  many  years, 
and  are  a  vital  part  of  the  economy  of  our 
area.  I  consider  it  highly  essential  to 
our  national  economy  to  promote  and 
maintain  the  domestic  sugar  industry  of 
our  country,  both  cane  and  beet.  We  do 
not  appreciate  the  importance  of  our 
domestic  sugar  industry  xmtil  outside 
supplies  are  cut  off  as  in  time  of  war, 
when  we  must  rely  on  our  domestic  pro¬ 
duction  for  our  needs.  Certainly  it 
would  be  a  shortsighted  policy  to  neglect 
this  important  industry. 

I  submit  that  every  effort  should  be 
made  to  keep  our  domestic  sugar  industry 
in  a  healthy  and  prosperous  condition. 
This  is  what  we  are  seeking  to  do  by  this 
legislation  before  us  today.  We  want  to 
do  everything  possible  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  domestic  sugar  in  the 
event  of  another  emergency. 

I  strongly  feel  that  our  domestic  sugar 
producers  should  be  permitted  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  expanding  domestic  market. 
Under  sugar  legislation  in  effect  from 
1934  to  1948  both  domestic  and  foreign 
sugar  producers  shared  the  United  States 
sugar  market  on  a  percentage  basis. 
However,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  estab¬ 
lished  fixed  inflexible  quotas  for  all  do¬ 
mestic  producing  areas.  It  gave  to  for¬ 
eign  producing  countries  all  of  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  increased  consumption  in  this 
country.  Practically  100  percent  of  this 
increase  went  to  Cuba. 

The  domestic  industry  concurred  in 
the  1948  act  because  of  appx'eciation  for 
the  contribution  which  Cuba  had  made, 
along  with  our  domestic  areas,  in  meet¬ 
ing  wartime  sugar  demands.  It  was  felt 
in  1948  that  Cuba  should  have  some  tem¬ 
porary  period  within  which  to  adjust 
production  to  post-war  market  demands. 
It  was  understood  at  that  time  that  this 
arrangement  was  not  to  be  final  or  ir¬ 
revocable,  and  the  right  was  reserved  to 
ask  for  a  revision  of  the  act  whenever  cir¬ 
cumstances  required. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  time  has  now  ar¬ 
rived,  and  the  proposed  amendment  is 
absolutely  necessary.  The  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  as  asking  that  their  tradi¬ 
tional  share  of  the  expanding  United 
States  market  be  restored  to  them.  Un¬ 
der  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  the  domestic 
areas  received  55.59  percent  of  total  do¬ 
mestic  requirements.  This  bill  will  re¬ 
store  the  quota  system  under  which  our 
domestic  producers  will  again  be  permit¬ 
ted  to  obtain  their  fair  share  of  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  of  sugar  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  sugar  compariies  in  this 
country  are  now  carrying  large  inven- 
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tories,  and  are  not  able  to  dispose  of  the 
sugar  stocks  on  hand.  Under  this  bill 
100,000  tons  of  domestic  sugar  will  be 
purchased  by  the  Government  for  for¬ 
eign  distribution.  This  will  be  of  great 
help  in  relieving  the  present  situation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  important  to  have 
this  legislation  enacted  at  this  session, 
and  I  want  to  again  commend  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  for  its  prompt  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  bill.  This  is  a  good  bill  and 
should  receive  the  support  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  CarriggI. 

(Mr.  CARRIGG  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CARRIGG.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
hearings  on  the  bill  to  amend  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  Mr.  Hem-y  F.  Holland,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Inter- 
American  Affairs,  explained  before  the 
committee  the  position  of  his  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  as  regards  the  Philippines,  he 
said  the  following:  “The  Department 
does  not  recommend  an  increase  in  the 
Philippine  qouta  at  this  time.  The  De¬ 
partment  believes,  however,  that  consid¬ 
eration  should  be  given  to  allowing  the 
Philippines  a  share  in  increased  con¬ 
sumption  when  sugar  legislation  is  next 
amended  and  after  sugar  from  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  begins  to  pay  a  tariff.”  The  Fil¬ 
ipinos  were  at  first  gratified  with  the 
statement.  They  were  not  surprised 
at  the  first  part  of  this  statement  that 
said  that  “the  Department  does  not 
recommend  an  increase  in  the  Philip¬ 
pine  quota  at  this  time”  in  view  of  the 
observation  of  the  Department  that  the 
act  should  not  be  amended  so  as  to  take 
effect  during  next  year.  Sugar  from  the 
Philippines  begins  to  pay  a  tariff  next 
year,  and  the  phrase  “when  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  is  next  amended,”  was  interpreted 
to  mean  the  legislation  under  considera¬ 
tion. 

It  now  turns  out  that  what  Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  meant  is  when  the  legislation  is 
amended  after  the  present  amendments, 
which  are  intended  to  be  in  effect  for 
6  years.  In  other  words,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  would  permit  the  domestic  produc¬ 
ers  and  the  so-called  full-duty  coun¬ 
tries — Santo  Domingo,  Haiti,  Mexico, 
Peru — all  countries  supplying  the  United 
States,  to  share  in  increased  quotas  due 
to  increased  sugar  consumption,  with  the 
solitary  exception  of  the  Philippines. 

Is  it  possible  that  of  all  the  countries 
supplying  the  American  sugar  market, 
the  only  one  to  be  excluded  from  the 
benefits  of  increased  quotas  is  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  who,  among  these  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers,  is  the  country  that  needs  it  most 
because  it  has  the  gravest  problem  of 
trade  deficits,  unemployment,  and  infia- 
tion  as  a  consequence  of  her  loyalty  to 
America  in  the  last  war? 

Is  it  possible  that  the  only  country  to 
be  excluded  is  this  country  who,  among 
these  foreign  suppliers,  paid  most  dearly 
in  lives  and  property  for  their  loyalty 
to  the  cause  of  freedom,  who  continued 
to  shed  blood  for  this  cause  in  Korea, 
and  whose  representative  acted  so  effec¬ 
tively  to  prevent  the  Asian-African  con¬ 
ference  in  Bandung  from  becoming  a 
Communist  and  anti-American  organi¬ 


zation  which  would  have  lined  up  the 
peoples  of  these  two  great  continents 
against  America  and  the  free  world? 

Is  it  possible  that  this  country  which, 
among  the  foreign  suppliers,  has  the 
most  serious  problem  of  communism, 
aggravated  by  unemployment  and  infia- 
tion,  should  precisely  be  the  country 
singled  out  for  exclusion  from  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  increased  American  quotas? 

Is  it  possible  that  this  country  that 
is  the  showcase  of  democracy  and  the 
only  Christian  country  in  the  Orient, 
and  which  is  being  watched  by  one-half 
of  humanity  that  lives  in  that  area  to 
see  if  the  democratic  and  the  Christian 
way  of  life  is  superior  to  that  of  com¬ 
munism,  should  be  so  unfairly  discrim¬ 
inated  against? 

Is  it  possible  that  this  country  that 
notwithstanding  its  still  shattered  econ¬ 
omy  buys  only  25  percent  less  in  the 
American  market  than  another  supplier 
that  has  200  percent  more  sugar  quota — 
is  it  possible  that  the  United  States 
should  want  this  country  with  its  great 
potential  market  of  20  million  progres¬ 
sive  people  to  delay  its  economic  re¬ 
covery? 

Is  it  possible  that  this  country  that 
was  prevented,  because  of  the  war  and 
the  resulting  destruction  of  her  indus¬ 
tries,  from  selling  8  million  tons  of  sugar 
worth  a  billion  dollars  on  which  the 
United  States  collected  duties  from  the 
substitute  suppliers  of  $100  million, 
should  be  further  punished  by  exclud¬ 
ing  her  from  the  benefits  of  increased 
quotas  in  the  United  States  sugar 
market? 

Is  it  possible  that  this  country  where 
we  have  valuable  military,  naval,  and 
aerial  bases  and  is  only  a  few  hundred 
miles  from  the  coast  of  Communist 
China,  this  country  that  gives  our  invest¬ 
ments  the  same  rights  and  protection 
as  those  of  her  own  nationals,  should  be 
singled  out  for  exclusion  from  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  increased  American  sugar  quotas? 

When  the  Department  sent  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  State  for  Inter-Ameri¬ 
can  Affairs  as  its  spokesman  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  the  Philippine  case 
may  be  said  to  have  two  strikes  on  it. 
We  have  the  highest  respect  for  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  Holland,  but  he  is  daily 
exposed  to  the  pleadings  and  pressures 
of  the  representatives  of  the  countries 
with  which  his  division  has  to  deal,  and 
has  little  contact  with  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Philippines.  The  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  legislation  now  before  Con¬ 
gress  transcends  the  mere  value  of  so 
many  tons  of  sugar.  We  pray  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Government  and  the  American 
Congress  to  pause  and  reconsider  the 
implications  of  the  proposed  exclusion 
of  the  Philippines  from  the  benefits  of 
the  amendments  to  the  Sugar  Act.  The 
Filipinos  and  particularly  Asia  and  the 
world  at  large  are  watching  how  Amer¬ 
ica  deals  with  her  tried  allies  and  friends. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Thomson!. 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  fair  treat¬ 


ment  of  our  domestic  sugar  industry.  I 
reluctantly  state  that  the  bill  before  the 
Committee,  in  my  opinion,  falls  far  short 
of  giving  fair  treatment  to  the  domestic 
industry. 

Of  course,  the  State  which  it  is  my 
privilege  to  represent  has  vested  interest 
in  this  legislation.  We  are  not  one  of 
the  largest  producing  States  in  the  Na¬ 
tion,  but  the  sugar  beet  industry  is  vei-y 
important  to  our  economy.  Sugar  beets 
represented  20  percent  of  the  cash  farm 
income  crop  in  Wyoming  in  1954,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Department  of  Agriculture  figures. 
It  is  not  only  important  to  us  as  farming 
commodity,  but  affects  almost  every 
other  segment  of  our  economy,  includ¬ 
ing  labor  and  business,  which  is  practi¬ 
cally  all  small  business  in  Wyoming. 
Just  to  give  you  some  idea  of  this,  the 
farmer  received  approximately  $6  V2  mil¬ 
lion  for  his  crop.  Payrolls  of  the  sugar 
factories  in  1954  represented  $2  million. 
Freight  payments  by  truck  and  railroad 
amounted  to  $11/2  million.  Two  and  one- 
half  million  were  accounted  for  by  sugar 
refinery  purchases  of  coal  and  various 
other  industrial  supplies.  This  totals 
$1214  million,  but  is  really  only  a  frac¬ 
tion  of  what  could  be  developed,  and  if 
we  were  to  arrive  at  the  true  realistic 
total,  we  would  have  to  take  into  account 
the  equipment  purchased  by  the  farmer 
and  the  food  and  other  items  purchased 
by  farmers  and  factory  workers,  and 
those  indirectly  concerned.  This  will 
give  you  some  idea  of  the  importance  of 
this  to  our  economy. 

I  am  not  here,  however,  to  make  an 
appeal  for  special  consideration  for  my 
State,  or  any  other  State.  I  think  this 
is  good,  sound  legislation,  for  the  best  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country  as  a  whole,  and 
when  I  say  the  country  as  a  whole,  I  mean 
of  the  farmers,  businessmen,  laborers, 
and  the  consumers. 

Although  the  statement  has  apparent¬ 
ly  been  criticized,  I  still  think  the  ques¬ 
tion  before  this  committee  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  be  simply  boiled  down  to  the 
proposition  of,  Is  the  American  farmer 
to  be  allowed  to  share  in  the  growth  and 
progress  of  America.  No  matter  how  one 
attempts  to  sidestep  the  issue,  that  is 
what  must  be  decided. 

I  attended  a  good  portion  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  and  had  a  representative  present  at 
almost  all  others.  We  secured  copies  of 
those  statements  made  available  to  us. 
Most  of  the  pertinent  facts  were  put  in 
the  record,  and  were  presented  very  fair¬ 
ly  and  ably  by  representatives  of  the 
growers  and  the  domestic  industry.  I  am 
confident  that  if  they  were  weighed  on 
the  basis  of  fairness  and  historical  evi¬ 
dence,  and  what  is  best  for  the  over-all 
American  citizen,  then  fair  legislation 
would  certainly  be  passed  by  this  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  form  which  my  colleagues 
and  myself  introduced  identical  bills. 

The  main  opposition  seems  to  be  cen¬ 
tered  around  the  so-called  obligation  we 
have  to  Cuba.  I  think  that  it  is  estab¬ 
lished  beyond  contradiction  that  we  have 
no  legal  obligation,  which  we  seek  to 
controvert.  Cuba  would  be  left  with  her 
full  quota  before  World  War  H,  plus 
virtually  all  the  increased  consumption 
up  to  the  present  date,  plus  whatever 
share  of  the  historic  45  percent  foreign 
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production  that  is  eventually  allotted 
to  her  by  this  committee  and  this  Con¬ 
gress.  The  argument  that  we  are  cut¬ 
ting  down  on  her  is  simply  without  basis 
in  fact.  We  cannot  be  charged  with 
disrupting  her  economy,  for  we  do  not 
propose  to  buy  less  from  her,  but  con¬ 
tinually  more.  Cuba  had  a  right  to  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  domestic  producer  would 
reenter  the  market  for  their  historic 
share  as  soon  as  they  had  recovered  from 
the  various  effects  of  wartime  disloca¬ 
tions.  Cuba  entered  the  market  during 
World  War  11  and  supplied  us  over  and 
beyond  her  historic  quotas.  Naturally  we 
were  gratified  at  this.  On  the  other  hand, 
they  have  been  repaid  well,  and  to  say 
that  they  are  entitled  to  more  consider¬ 
ation  is  to  completely  overlook  the  pri¬ 
mary  fact  that  we  fought  and  financed 
a  war  that  benefited  Cuba  just  as  weil 
as  the  rest  of  the  world.  I  remember  a 
Puerto  Rican  regiment  in  North  Africa, 
and  a  Brazilian  division  in  Italy,  but  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  no  Cuban 
blood  was  spilled  on  foreign  soil.  I 
think  we  cannot  disregard  the  interest 
of  the  American  farmer,  and  particu¬ 
larly  the  debt  that  we  ow'e  to  the  veteran 
who  located  on  one  of  our  reclamation 
farms  in  Wyoming  and  other  Western 
States,  and  is  now  denied  any  sugar-beet 
production  under  the  present  law. 

Yes,  Cuba  was  well  repaid  for  con¬ 
tributing  to  our  war  effort  by  produc¬ 
ing  sugar — at  a  profit — while  we  fought 
a  war — at  a  loss.  Cuba  has  had  all  our 
iricrease  in  domestic  consumption  since 
the  beginning  of  World  War  II,  added 
to  their  basic  quota  at  that  time.  The 
Cuban  import  quota  increased  from 
roughly  1,900,000  tons  in  1940  to  2,668,000 
tons  in  1955.  Under  our  bills  we  would 
take  188,000  tons  out  of  the  200,000  esti¬ 
mated  increase  in  consumption  this  year, 
and  share  the  balance.  Therefore, 
Cuba’s  quota  for  1955  might  well  be  as 
high  as  2,673,000  tons.  The  argument 
that  we  would  be  taking  something  away 
from  Cuba  this  year  does  not  stand  up  in 
this  light. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  argu¬ 
ment  fails  that  we  even  have  a  moral 
obligation  to  Cuba  in  connection  with 
this.  If  this  Government,  and  this  Con¬ 
gress,  has  a  moral  obligation  to  anyone, 
it  is  to  these  veterans,  who  ai’e  suddenly 
denied  a  right  to  produce.  They  have 
obligated  themselves  to  pay  for  the  ex¬ 
pensive  machinery  now  used  on  a  sugar 
beet  farm.  Unless  we  do  something 
about  this  law  and  do  it  now,  we  are 
saying  to  them,  “We  made  available  to 
you  a  small  160-acre  farm.  We  encour¬ 
aged  you  to  sign  the  repayment  contract 
to  pay  back  the  cost  of  irrigation.  We 
stood  by  while  you  invested  in  this  ma¬ 
chinery  and  gave  a  boost  to  the  American 
factory  worker.  Now  we  are  no  longer 
interested  in  you.  You  cannot  grow  a 
cash  crop.  For  all  we  care  you  can  lose 
your  machinery.  You  can  lose  your 
farm,  and  your  family  can  go  begging.” 

If  there  is  any  moral  obligation  in¬ 
volved  ill  this  legislation,  in  my  humble 
opinion  it  is  to  these  veterans. 

Let  us  look  at  the  moral  obligation 
statements  from  yet  another  angle. 
Throughout  the  hearings  it  was  pointed 
up  that  the  reason  for  the  1948  Sugar 


Act  amendments  was  to  give  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer  a  chance  to  build  back  his 
production  curtailed  by  the  war,  and  to 
allow  Cuba  to  scale  down  her  production 
gradually  to  gear  it  to  a  postwar  economy 
over  a  period  of  5  years  rather  than  to 
take  an  abrupt  drop  in  quota.  Tliere  lies 
a  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of  Cuba. 
Cuba  has  not  lived  up  to  the  spirit  of 
the  agreement,  nor  made  any  recog¬ 
nizable  attempt  to  live  up  to  it.  She  has 
each  year  increased  her  acreage,  and 
each  year  increased  her  production. 
Cuba,  then,  is  in  the  peculiar  position 
of  charging  the  wronged  party  with  a 
moral  obligation  that  cannot  exist  in  the 
light  of  her  refusal  to  comply  with  the 
spirit  of  the  agreement  made  possible  by 
the  generosity  and  understanding  of  the 
domestic  producers  and  the  Philippine 
producers. 

I  have  always  tried,  throughout  my 
legislative  experience,  to  decide  issues 
on  the  basis  of  principle.  The  principle 
involved  here  is  that  the  American  citi¬ 
zen,  whether  he  be  a  farmer,  laborer,  a 
shipowner,  or  a  lawyer,  is  certainly  en¬ 
titled  to  benefit  from  his  own  enterprise 
and  his  own  initiative — he  is  certainly 
entitled  to  a  share  in  the  growth  of 
America.  This  is  the  principle  involved 
in  the  50-50  provision  of  S.  2090,  adopted 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  last  week,  to 
give  the  American  shipowner  a  chance  to 
take  a  half  share  of  the  shipping  of 
American  products  abroad.  When  my 
Wyoming  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
wired  me  to  oppose  this  proposal,  I  im¬ 
mediately  contacted  them  by  telephone 
to  tell  them  that  I  considered  the  prin¬ 
ciple  involved — exactly  the  same  princi¬ 
ple  we  are  fighting  for  in  attempting  to 
get  the  sugar  bill  passed — the  right  of 
the  American  to  participate  in  the 
growth  of  America.  I  supported  the 
50-50  provision  for  American  shipowners 
and  sailors.  It  was  adopted  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  division  vote.  I  think  the 
House  will  follow  the  same  principle  as 
applied  to  our  sugar  industry. 

What  is  the  present  law,  how  did  it 
come  about  and  how  does  it  operate?  At 
the  end  of  World  War  II  the  domestic 
producer,  in  what  appears  now  to  be  too 
generous  a  gesture,  said  in  effect,  “It  will 
take  us  a  few  years  to  build  back  to  what 
we  were  producing  before  the  war,  which 
was  1,800,000  tons  a  year.  Cuba  is  way 
up  on  production.  Heretofore,  we  have 
shared  the  market  at  55  percent  for 
domestic  and  45  percent  for  foreign  pro¬ 
duction.  We  will  consent  to  take  a  fixed 
quota  of  1,800,000  tons  for  our  beet  sugar 
growers  and  similar  fixed  quotas  for 
others,  based  on  the  production  before 
the  war.  We  will  let  Cuba  have  most  of 
the  increased  consumption,  96  percent 
of  it;  the  rest  will  go  to  other  foreign 
producers.  Furthermore,  we  will  let 
Cuba  make  up  the  deficit  as  to  quotas 
on  the  Philippine  production,  while  that 
country  is  being  redeveloped,  plus  the 
domestic  deficit  as  well.  This  will  per¬ 
mit  Cuba  to  go  down  from  her  wartime 
peak  gradually,  without  serious  economic 
dislocations,  and  we  will  give  them  5 
years  to  do  it.” 

In  simple  language,  this  was  the  effect 
of  the  1948  act.  In  1951,  it  was  extended 
for  another  5-year  period,  because  of  the 
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intervention  of  the  Korean  war,  but  with 
the  express  reservation  that  if  the  do¬ 
mestic  production  moved  up  before  that 
time,  we  would  ask  for  a  share  of  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  future  market. 

What  do  we  mean  by  increase  in  the 
future  market?  Simply  that  by  reason 
of  increased  population  and  increased 
per  capita  consumption,  there  is  an  aver¬ 
age  of  about  150,000  or  200,000  tons  more 
sugar  marketed  in  the  United  States 
each  year.  With  the  sudden  end  of  the 
Korean  war,  and  for  that  we  thank  God, 
the  American  production  did  build  up 
more  rapidly  than  expected.  In  1953, 
we  raised  1,872,000  tons  of  beet  sugar, 
72,000  tons  over  quota.  In  1954,  this 
jumped  to  1,978,000  tons.  Acreage  re¬ 
strictions  had  to  be  applied. 

You  can  imagine  my  concern  with 
this,  as  the  Congressman  representing 
Wyoming.  I  therefore  introduced  H.  R. 
5443,  calling  for  an  amendment  to  the 
Sugar  Act  to  increase  the  domestic  quota 
for  the  sugar-beet  producer  by  a  total  of 
85,000  tons  and  similar  increases  for 
other  domestic  producers,  and  calling  for 
a  return  to  the  historic  formula  of  allow¬ 
ing  the  United  States  domestic  producer 
a  55-percent  share  of  the  increasing 
market,  starting  with  1955  quotas. 

In  connection  with  reciprocal-trade 
legislation,  H.  R.  1,  some  of  you  prob¬ 
ably  wondered  why  I  voted  to  place  a 
curb  on  the  power  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  to  control  our  foreign-trade  policy. 
I  think  this  is  a  very  good  indication  of 
why  I  feel  this  way.  I  believe  we  must 
trade  with  the  rest  of  the  world.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  trade  is  one  of  our  best  weap¬ 
ons  for  peace,  but  I  do  not  believe  we 
should  give  away  our  American  standard 
of  living  or  disregard  the  interest  of  our 
American  producers. 

The  bill  which  I  introduced,  and  the 
identical  bills  introduced  by  other  Con¬ 
gressman,  were  introduced  after  many, 
many  meetings  within  the  industry  and 
other  interested  persons.  They  repre¬ 
sented  the  very  minimum  necessary  to 
take  care  of  our  accumulated  inventories 
of  refined  sugar  which  were  not  held  in 
Government  storage  at  Government  ex¬ 
pense,  but  in  private  storage  as  a  private 
inventory,  and  still  give  some  relief  to 
our  hard-pressed  American  sugar-beet 
farmer  and  cane-sugar  grower.  Why  is 
it  that  the  committee  bill  is  not  satis¬ 
factory? 

In  the  first  place,  it  will  not  give  us 
any  relief  on  the  1955  quota,  which  deter¬ 
mines  the  crop  to  be  grown  in  1956.  The 
banker  will  not  wait  for  his  money.  The 
farm-machinery  man  will  insist  on  his 
payments.  The  sugar  farmer,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  the  young  veteran,  will  go  broke, 
will  be  faced  with  foreclosure,  and  with 
loss  of  the  expensive  machinery  which 
he  bought  in  good  faith.  Yes,  he  may 
even  lose  his  farm  itself.  The  first 
money  that  will  come  to  him  under  this 
committee  bill  cannot  be  reasonably  ex¬ 
pected  until  1958,  when  payment  is  made 
for  the  crop  he  grows  in  1957. 

In  the  second  place,  the  bill  refuses 
to  recognize  the  historic  basis  for  shar¬ 
ing  in  increased  sugar  consumption.  It 
cuts  the  American  producer  from  55  per¬ 
cent  of  the  increase  in  the  American 
market  to  50  percent.  Unless  this  is 
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changed,  Congress  will  be  placed  in  the 
position  of  again  giving  away  just  a  little 
bit  more  of  our  American  standard  of 
living  to  the  detriment  of  our  farmer, 
our  laborer,  our  businessman,  and  our 
general  economy. 

In  the  third  place,  the  bill  attempts 
to  tie  sugar  into  a  rigid  price-support 
program  at  the  taxpayers  expense  when 
it  is  not  a  surplus  product  at  all.  We 
produce  only  about  50  percent  of  our  do¬ 
mestic  consumption.  Ai’e  we  to  increase 
our  consumption  at  the  taxpayers’  ex¬ 
pense  and  drive  down  the  price  to  our 
American  farmer? 

In  the  fourth  place,  the  bill  puts  the 
American  farmer  in  the  position  of  ac¬ 
cepting  largesse  through  a  purchase  of 
domestic  sugar  for  free  overseas  distri¬ 
bution,  when  all  the  American  farmer 
wants  is  a  chance  to  earn  an  honest  liv¬ 
ing  and  share  in  the  growth  of  America 
on  a  fair  basis  as  an  American  citizen, 
just  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of 
happiness — by  hard  work. 

The  bills  which  were  introduced  were 
fair  to  foreign  producers  as  previously 
pointed  out — took  nothing  away  from 
them  and  represented  the  very  mini¬ 
mum  that  would  be  helpful  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  sugar  beet  farmer,  or  cane  sugar 
grower. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  I  sin¬ 
cerely  believe  and  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  offered  by  Congressman 
Dixon,  of  Utah,  taking  the  90-percent 
provision  out  will  be  adopted,  and  if  it 
were  not  for  my  sincere  belief  that  the 
other  body  will  make  further  changes  in 
this  bill  which  time  does  not  permit  us  to 
consider,  I  would  be  constrained  to  speak 
in  opposition  to  the  bill  and  vote  against 
it.  If  time  permitted,  I  am  confident 
that  this  House  could  take  care  of  put¬ 
ting  the  bill  in  proper  form  right  here 
on  the  floor  because  I  have  complete 
confidence  in  the  combined  judgment  of 
the  Members  of  this  House  when  all  the 
facts  are  known  to  them.  There  are 
many  other  deserving  bills,  however,  on 
the  schedule  and  I  do  not  believe  that 
the  best  interests  of  the  country  would 
be  served  by  bringing  about  a  prolonged 
floor  discussion  on  the  amendments  that 
are  necessary  to  make  this  bill  a  fair  and 
just  bill  to  all. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Utah  [Mr.  Dawson  1 . 

(Mr.  DAWSON  of  Utah  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  DAWSON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  here  is  some  legislation  which 
everyone  in  this  House  should  vote  for 
with  enthusiasm. 

It  takes  nothing  away  from  our  friends 
in  other  sugar -producing  countries,  but 
it  at  the  same  time  gives  something  to 
our  domestic  producers:  to  wit,  a  share 
of  the  increase  in  domestic  consumption. 

The  fact  that  this  legislation  has  been 
subjected  to  any  opposition  and  contro¬ 
versy  is  an  indication  of  how  far  we  have 
traveled  down  the  road  of  considering 
the  welfare  of  other  nations  before  con¬ 
sidering  the  needs  of  our  own  people  at 
home. 

The  simple  truth  is  that  since  the 
Sugar  Act  was  passed  by  Congress  in 


1948,  annual  sugar  consumption  has  in¬ 
creased  about  1  million  tons  in  the 
United  States.  Yet,  this  increased  con¬ 
sumption  in  our  own  country  has  not 
benefited  our  domestic  cane-  and  beet- 
sugar  producer  at  all.  Due  to  rigid  quo¬ 
tas  imposed  by  the  act,  the  increased 
market  has  been  given  to  Cuba  while 
our  own  farmers  have  had  their  beet- 
sugar  acreage  cut  as  productivity  in¬ 
creases. 

This  legislation  would  not  cut  back 
Cuba  sugar  production.  It  would  just 
give  the  United  States  producer  the  right 
to  share  in  the  increased  market  our 
own  Nation’s  expanding  population 
creates. 

The  Cuban  argument  that  it  must  sell 
us  ever-increasing  amounts  of  sugar  if 
it  is  to  buy  products  of  our  American 
industries  falls  of  its  own  weight.  The 
domestic  beet  and  cane  producer  is  also 
a  customer  of  domestic  industry — pro¬ 
vided  he  can  make  a  living — and  he  pays 
property,  income,  and  excise  taxes  for 
the  support  of  his  Government  in  addi¬ 
tion. 

There  should  be  no  question  about  the 
fairness,  timeliness,  or  need  for  this  leg¬ 
islation  in  anyone’s  mind. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Montana  [Mr.  Pjare]. 

(Mr.  PJARE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PJARE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
considering  H.  R.  7030,  a  bill  amending 
and  extending  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended.  This  legislation  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  the  diversified  farmer  of  the  West, 
and  especially  to  the  citizens  of  my  home 
State  of  Montana.  Agriculture  in  gen¬ 
eral  is  the  leading  industry  of  my  State, 
as  is  the  case  with  many  of  our  States, 
and  consequently  legislation  enabling  our 
sugar  industry  to  grow  as  our  Nation 
grows  is  of  vital  importance  to  a  contin¬ 
uing  sound  agricultural  economy. 

I  believe  that  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
was  designed  to  meet  problems  of  the 
temporary  postwar  transition  period  and 
was  not  to  be  regarded  as  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  long-time  national  sugar  policy. 
With  our  steadily  increasing  population 
in  the  United  States,  the  demand  for 
sugar  continues  to  rise.  Yet  the  domes¬ 
tic  sugar  producer  fails  to  share  in  this 
expanding  market  under  the  present 
Sugar  Act.  This  means  that  the  Mon¬ 
tana  sugar-beet  grower,  for  example,  is 
being  treated  more  like  a  colonist  than 
the  foreign  producer.  Certainly  we  must 
realize  the  need  for  foreign  trade,  but 
not  at  the  complete  expense  of  our  own 
people. 

Sugar-beet  growers  in  the  West  have 
a  heavy  investment  in  equipment,  and 
their  expenditures  constitute  an  impor¬ 
tant  part  of  our  national  economy,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  rural  areas  of  our  Nation. 
In  addition  the  sugar  industry  through 
its  sugar  factories  in  the  fall  of  the  year 
provides  employment  for  many  people 
in  these  areas  during  that  period,  and 
this  is  important  because  of  seasonal 
lags  in  employment  during  that  time. 
Transportation  and  other  businesses  di¬ 
rectly  and  indirectly  receive  a  stimulus 
from  the  operations  of  these  sugar-beet 


growers  and  processors,  and  all  in  all 
they  are  an  important  part  of  our 
economy. 

This  legislation  is  not  an  attempt  to 
cut  down  on  our  imports,  but  merely  an 
effort  to  allow  our  own  farmers  to  share 
in  the  growth  of  our  Nation.  In  a  time 
of  agricultural  surpluses,  it  does  not 
make  sense  to  unduly  restrict  production 
on  a  crop  that  is  not  in  long  supply  in 
our  own  Nation.  To  do  so  is  to  divert 
production  to  crops  grown  for  storage 
rather  than  consumption.  I,  therefore, 
urge  favorable  consideration  of  H.  R. 
7030. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Coon]. 

(Mr.  CCX)N  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  COON.  Mr.  (Chairman,  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  this  legislation,  to  increase  the 
quotas  of  the  United  States  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers.  This  is  especially  important  to 
me,  because  most  of  the  beet  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  in  this  country,  comes  from  the 
Rocky  Mountain  and  Pacific  coast  areas. 

The  production  of  sugar  is  one  of  the 
most  important  of  the  western  agricul¬ 
tural  industries.  This  industry  includes 
the  growing  and  processing  of  sugar 
beets,  for  the  production  of  sugar,  and 
the  valuable  byproducts  used  in  the  feed¬ 
ing  of  livestock. 

Many  of  our  industries  accepted  re¬ 
strictions  during  the  international  eco¬ 
nomic  adjustment  following  World  War 
II.  Heavy  curbs  were  put  on  our  sugar 
growers,  in  order  to  aid  Cuba,  during 
that  emergency. 

Circumstances  have  now  changed.  It 
is  necessary  for  our  producers  of  sugar 
to  have  immediate  adjustments  of  these 
restrictive  quotas,  which  are  still  in 
force.  Consumption  of  sugar  in  this 
Nation  is  increasing  at  a  rate  of  over 
125,000  tons  a  year.  All  of  this  increased 
market  is  reserved  to  Cuba  and  other 
foreign  suppliers.  Our  sugar  people 
here  at  home  are  not  allowed  to  supply 
one  ounce  of  it.  They  are  not  permitted 
to  profit  one  cent  from  the  increased 
market,  which  they,  themselves,  have 
helped  to  create. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  our  domestic 
producers  should  share  in  this  Nation’s 
growth.  Yet  the  reasonable  and 
proper  request  of  the  American  sugar 
growers  for  relief  has  been  met  by  a 
storm  of  protest  by  Cuban  interests. 
These  foreign  markets  now  feel  that  they 
have  a  vested  right,  and  special  privi¬ 
leges  greater  than  those  of  our  own  citi¬ 
zens. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  col¬ 
leagues,  I  strongly  urge  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  be  enacted. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Cheno- 
wethI. 

(Mr.  CHENOWETH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  CHENOWETH  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Ml’.  HOPE.  Ml’.  Chairman,  I  yield 
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such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Burnside], 

(Mr.  BURNSIDE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
in  favor  of  H.  R.  7030. 

I  note  that  H.  R.  7030,  which  is  now 
before  the  House,  makes  provision  for  a 
modest  increase  in  the  sugar  quota  of 
Mexico.  I  am  glad  to  see  that,  although 
I  don’t  believe  that  the  measure  of  relief 
granted  is  enough  to  take  care  of  the 
problems  of  our  good  friends  south  of  the 
border.  I  am  in  receipt  of  a  petition 
filed  on  behalf  of  the  sugar  producers 
of  Mexico  by  my  good  friend  the  former 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Oscar  Chap¬ 
man,  which  makes  out,  what  is  to  my 
mind,  a  very  persuasive  argument  for 
alloting  a  quota  of  2  percent  of  United 
States  consumption  of  sugar  to  Mexico. 
I  have  also  received  a  letter  from  Mr, 
Chapman  stating  that  he  and  the  Mexi¬ 
can  sugar  producers,  whom  he  repre¬ 
sents,  are  urging  the  passage  of  H.  R. 
7030,  even  though  it  gives  them  only  a 
small  fraction  of  what  they  originally  re¬ 
quested,  because  it  does  afford  some  ur¬ 
gently  needed  relief  to  the  Mexican  sugar 
industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  fair-minded  and 
practical  attitude  of  compromise  has 
characterized  the  approach  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  sugar  producers  throughout  this 
controversy  on  sugar  legislation.  I  am 
glad  to  say  that  they  have  recognized 
the  equities  of  other  claimants  and,  so 
far  as  I  know  they  have  been  the  only 
foreign  coimtry  which  has  consistently 
emphasized  that  the  first  duty  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  to  take  care  of  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States  sugar  industry,  I 
believe  that  such  a  fair-minded  ap¬ 
proach  deserves  commendation  and  rec¬ 
ognition  by  the  Congress, 

I  certainly  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  Congress  should  attempt,  insofar  as 
possible,  to  give  the  benefits  of  legisla¬ 
tion  where  it  is  needed  most  and  to  help 
those  who  do  the  most  to  help  us. 

Mexico  is  the  best  customer  of  the 
United  States  in  all  Latin  America  and 
the  fourth  largest  in  the  entire  world, 
purchasing  more  from  the  United  States 
than  all  the  principal  sugar-quota  coun¬ 
tries  combined.  Last  year,  for  example, 
Mexico  purchased  $628  million  worth  of 
products  from  the  United  States,  $200 
million  more  than  the  giant  sugar-quota 
country  Cuba. 

Mexico’s  balance  of  trade  with  the 
United  States  was  unfavorable  to  Mexico 
by  $300  million  last  year.  This  figure  is 
astounding:  almost  $1  million  a  day, 
Frorn  this  it  will  be  seen  how  desperately 
Mexico  needs  United  States  dollars,  some 
of  which  will  be  made  available  by  this 
increased  sugar  quota, 

Mexico  has  tried  very  hard  to  diversify 
its  industry.  For  this  reason,  each  in¬ 
dustry  in  Mexico  must  do  its  part  in 
bringing  in  some  dollars.  I  am  advised 
that  the  Mexican  sugar  industry  is  the 
fourth  largest  in  the  country  and  the  re¬ 
lief  provided  by  some  additional  dollars 
through  increased  sugar  quotas  is  of  vital 
importance  to  the  Mexican  economy. 


It  is  my  information,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  original  request  of  Mexico  for 
which  such  a  strong  and  persuasive  case 
was  presented,  would  amount  to  a  quota 
of  approximately  164,000  tons  per  year. 
The  present  bill,  H.  R.  7030,  I  am  ad¬ 
vised,  affords  only  an  average  of  44,000 
tons  per  year.  Surely  this  is  a  modest 
request.  This  sugar  quota  will  not  even 
provide  enough  dollars  to  pay  for  the 
sugar  machinery  that  the  Mexican  sugar 
industry  is  buying  in  the  United  States 
every  year.  Nevertheless,  Mexico  is  sup¬ 
porting  the  proposed  legislation  as  a  just 
and  reasonable  compromise  of  all  of  the 
equities  of  all  of  the  various  claimants. 
I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  H.  R.  7030 
which  was  favorably  reported  by  its  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  represents  a 
careful  balancing  of  all  of  the  equities. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Idaho. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  be¬ 
half  of  all  the  sugar-beet  producers  of 
Idaho,  and  particularly  those  producers 
in  my  own  district,  I  urge  immediate 
passage  of  H.  R.  7030. 

I  believe  we  all  are  familiar  with  the 
basic  reasons  for  this  legislation.  Since 
1948  American  sugar  producers  have 
been  denied  the  right  all  other  Americans 
have  had — the  right  to  share  in  the 
growth  of  our  great  country.  H.  R.  7030 
will  restore  that  right,  beginning  in  1956. 

To  be  sure,  this  bill  does  not  fill  the 
entire  needs  of  American  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers.  It  doesn’t  give  them  immediate 
benefits  of  the  scale  to  which  I,  in  my 
heart,  believe  they  are  entitled.  'The  bill 
represents  a  compromise  between  the 
needs  of  the  American  sugar  farmer  and 
the  interests  of  foreign  nations  which 
share  in  supplying  our  Nation’s  sugar 
requirements. 

In  recognition  of  the  rights  and  in¬ 
terests  of  others,  this  bill  is  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  genuine  spirit  of  my  State, 
and  the  spirit  of  the  entire  West.  The 
West  was  settled  by  people  who  sought 
a  better  life  not  only  for  themselves,  but 
also  for  their  neighbors.  Many  are  the 
examples  of  self-sacrifice  in  the  history 
of  Idaho — sacrifices  made  by  the  individ¬ 
ual  for  the  general  welfare  of  the  com¬ 
munity. 

And  it  was  in  this  spirit  that  the  terms 
of  this  bill  were  developed  during  many 
long  hours  and  weeks  of  arduous  work. 

As  a  temporary  measure,  to  help  our 
friends  in  the  Caribbean,  American 
sugar  producers  gave  up  the  right  to 
share  in  the  growth  of  America  under 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  which  this  bill 
amends.  With  the  passage  of  this  bill, 
the  right  will  be  restored. 

And  so  for  all  American  sugar  farmers, 
and  for  a  fundamental  American  prin¬ 
ciple,  I  ask  you  to  cast  your  vote  in  favor 
of  H.  R.  7030. 

Now,  for  just  a  few  moments  I  should 
like  to  tell  you  why  the  sugar-beet  crop 
is  of  such  tremendous  importance  to  the 
West.  The  beet  is  more  than  a  sugar 
crop.  It  is  the  key  to  success  in  the 
irrigated  sections  of  Idaho  and  in  the 
other  Western  States.  It  is  the  most 
important  and  most  dependable  cash 


crop,  and  more  than  any  other  has  built 
strong  and  stable  communities. 

Because  of  its  versatility  and  the  value 
of  its  byproducts,  the  sugar  beet  is  the 
foundation  of  a  sound  livestock  industry, 
which  contributes  immeasurably  to  the 
economic  soundness  of  the  operations  of 
many  of  our  Idaho  farmers. 

For  the  sugar  beet  is  many  crops  in 
one. 

Prom  the  beet  itself  comes  pure 
sugar — the  product  of  sunshine  and 
carbon  dioxide  taken  from  the  air  and 
the  sparkling  water  which  comes  from 
the  melting  snows  and  the  rains  that 
flow  into  our  streams  and  irrigation 
canals. 

When  the  beet  is  pulled  from  the 
ground  at  harvest,  countless  small  roots 
remain  in  the  soil,  later  decaying  and 
giving  our  land  new  fertihty. 

The  leafy  green  beet  tops,  removed 
from  the  beet  before  processing,  are  a 
succulent  livestock  feed.  The  pulp  which 
remains  after  the  sugar  has  been  re¬ 
moved  from  the  beet  is  another  byprod¬ 
uct,  which  also  is  a  valuable  livestock 
feed.  A  single  acre  of  sugar  beets  will 
produce  enough  feed— in  addition  to  the 
sugar — to  produce  300  pounds  of  meat 
to  feed  our  people  and  provide  income 
for  our  farmers. 

In  the  great  cycle  of  nature,  the  resi¬ 
due  from  the  feedlots  is  returned  again 
to  the  soil,  and  the  land  on  which  beets 
are  grown  is  fertilized. 

Thus  the  sugar  beet  takes  nothing 
from  the  land,  under  the  wise  plan  of 
farm  management  which  our  Idaho 
farmers  use.  The  sugar  is  manufactured 
by  this  miraculous  plant  from  sunshine, 
air  and  water.  All  the  rest  is  returned 
again  to  the  soil. 

And  that  is  why  the  sugar  beet  is  so 
vital  as  a  rotation  crop  in  the  West — as 
well  as  a  source  of  American  sugar  for 
the  American  people. 

But  our  farmers  cannot  obtain  the  full 
benefits  from  this  crop  if,  year  after 
year,  their  acreage  is  drastically  cut- 
more  and  more. 

Yet  that  is  what  is  happening  under 
the  fixed  quota  system  which  has  de¬ 
nied  our  citizens  the  right  to  supply  any 
of  our  growing  sugar  market.  The  kind 
of  progress  that  has  made  America 
great  has  resulted  in  more  and  more 
efficient  production  of  sugar  beets.  We 
now  need  fewer  acres  to  produce  a  spe¬ 
cific  amount  of  sugar  than  we  did  in 
1948,  when  the  present  fixed  quotas 
were  established.  And  so  our  acreage 
must  be  cut  to  keep  production  in  line 
with  antiquated  quotas.  And  each  time 
our  farmers  increase  their  efficiency  of 
production,  they  are  penalized  further. 

Does  this  make  sense  in  America? 
Smely  it  does  not. 

H.  R.  7030  will  restore  once  again  to 
Idaho  sugar  beet  farmers — and  to  all 
American  sugar  producers— the  right  to 
progress  with  our  Nation,  and  to  plant 
a  reasonable  acreage  of  a  crop  so  essen¬ 
tial  to  their  operations. 

And  so  again  I  ask  your  support  of  this 
urgently  needed  legislation. 

(Mrs.  PFOST  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Thompson]. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  have  no  desire  to  prolong 
the  discussion  of  the  proposed  sugar  leg¬ 
islation.  As  has  been  so  well  said,  this 
is  one  of  the  most  complicated  matters 
which  comes  before  the  Congress. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has 
worked  long  hours  for  many  weeks,  and 
the  bill  which  is  before  you  is  the  best 
compromise  which  could  be  had  under 
all  circumstances.  I  started  delibera¬ 
tions  with  three  major  responsibilities 
in  mind. 

In  my  district  there  are  sugar-refin¬ 
ing  interests,  and  I  did  not  want  to  see 
any  disturbance  of  the  traditional  bal¬ 
ance  between  domestic  and  offshore  re¬ 
finers.  The  present  bill  gives  my  people 
the  protection  which  I  desired. 

Further,  I  was  very  much  concerned 
over  the  problems  of  the  domestic  raw 
sugar  producers,  and  I  was  entirely  in 
sympathy  with  their  desire  to  have  some 
help  in  their  extremely  critical  surplus 
problem.  The  bill  before  us  makes  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  domestic  producers. 

My  third  responsibility  was  to  my  rice 
producers.  Texas  and  adjoining  south¬ 
western  States  sell  more  rice  in  Cuba 
than  in  any  other  part  of  the  world.  I 
am  very  reluctant  to  have  anything  done 
which  would  disturb  this  good  neighbor 
and  good  customer. 

I  hope  that  before  this  bill  is  finally 
enacted  into  law,  the  proportion  of  off¬ 
shore  raw  sugar  allocated  to  Cuba  will  be 
more  generous  than  it  is  in  the  present 
bill. 

In  addition  to  my  regard  for  a  good 
customer,  I  cannot  forget  the  loyalty  of 
our  neighbor  nation  in  times  of  stress 
when  we  were  in  desperate  need  of  sugar 
and  when  other  producing  nations  were 
undertaking  to  hold  us  up.  Perhaps  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  time  the  bill  is  passed 
by  the  other  body  and  finally  enacted 
into  law,  the  situation  which  is  causing 
C^ibans  so  much  distress  will  be  more 
reasonably  adjusted. 

I  make  these  comments  without  any 
criticism  whatever  of  the  work  of  the 
committee.  Certainly  no  one  who 
watched  the  long  and  patient  work  of  the 
committee  leadership  could  say  a  word 
other  than  of  praise  for  any  one  of  them. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  and  I  just  want  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  that  in  my 
district  alone  we  have  40,000  tons  of 
sugar  that  we  cannot  sell  because  our 
domestic  producers  have  not  been 
allowed  any  part  of  the  increase  in  the 
American  market  since  1948;  we  have 
not  been  able  to  sell  even  1  single  ounce 
of  sugar.  It  is  time  for  us  to  get  some 
action. 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.)  ‘ 


Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
remainder  of  my  time  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine  [Mr.  McIntire]  . 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
first  want  to  state  that  the  chairman  of 
our  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  and  the  gentleman  from  Maine, 
could  not  deal  with  the  sugar  problem 
any  more  objectively  because  neither  of 
us  has  sugar  involved  in  his  district  or 
in  his  State. 

I  have  enjoyed  the  opportunity  to  be¬ 
come  acquainted  with  sugar  as  we  have 
worked  on  this  legislation.  We  have 
worked  diligently  on  the  legislation. 

I  voted  against  this  bill  as  it  was  re¬ 
ported  out  of  committee.  Some  of  the 
amendments  which  will  be  proposed  will 
improve  the  bill  substantially.  However, 
there  are  one  or  two  points  that  I  did 
want  to  bring  to  the  committee’s  atten¬ 
tion.  I  want  to  preface  these  remarks 
with  this  statement,  that  my  difference 
of  opinion  with  the  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  rests  largely  in  the  distribution  of 
tonnage  among  our  friendly  neighbors, 
together  with  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  will  no  doubt  be  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment  later.  I  fully  appreciate  the  hours 
spent  by  members  of  the  committee  and 
appreciate  that  the  chairman,  the  rank¬ 
ing  member  Mr.  Hope  and  others  have 
extended  experience  in  this  legislation 
and  I  deeply  respected  their  idea. 

From  the  very  start  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  there  has  been  no  basic  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  it  would  be  55-45  or 
50-50  as  far  as  the  domestic  industry 
is  concerned  that  has  not  been  the  major 
area  of  controversy.  It  has  come  pretty 
largely  in  the  division  as  between  the 
foreign  countries  that  participate  in  our 
market. 

The  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope]  has  pointed  out  to  you  that  this 
bill  does  not  change  quotas  for  1955. 
It  changes  quotas  only  slightly  for  1956. 
The  legislation  goes  into  full  effect  in 
relation  to  the  full  duty  countries  and 
Cuba  when  we  come  into  1957,  although 
it  does  affect  some,  particularly  Cuba  in 
1956. 

I  have  tried  to  look  at  this  legislation 
objectively.  I  am  not  in  accord  en¬ 
tirely  with  the  formula  as  set  up  because 
I  think,  as  our  chairman  has  indicated, 
there  have  been  many  things  that  have 
had  to  be  set  up  arbitrarily.  I  feel  that 
the  formula  does  not  deal  equitably  as 
between  Cuba  and  the  full  duty  countries. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  gentleman  and  to 
the  other  members  of  the  committee  for 
bringing  this  bill  on  the  floor  at  this 
time.  It  is  desperately  needed  and  I 
heartily  commend  it  to  the  membership. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  I  am  fully  in  accord 
with  the  fact  that  this  is  important 
legislation,  but  I  regret  that  in  the  haste 
which  has  seemed  to  be  essential,  that 
it  has  been  necessary  to  meet  some 
domestic  problems  we  seem  to  have 
overlooked  rather  substantially  what  in 


my  personal  opinion  is  an  inequity  in 
distribution  of  that  which  goes  to  our 
neighbors  to  the  south. 

Time  does  not  permit  details  but  I 
believe  this  legislation  would  be  far 
more  equitable  to  all  parties  concerned 
if  one  of  the  following  suggestions  were 
followed  in  distributing  tonnage  devel¬ 
oped  by  our  increase  in  our  domestic 
needs  namely:  First,  55  percent  to  domes¬ 
tic  producers  and  45  percent  to  Cuba  and 
ful  duty  countries:  (2)  provide  fixed 
quotas  for  the  full  duty  countries  by 
adding  40,000  tons  to  a  base  attained  in 
1956  and  provide  no  increase  for  sub¬ 
sequent  years  of  the  act  dividing  bal¬ 
ance  of  annual  growth  two-thirds  to  do¬ 
mestic  producers  and  one-third  to  Cuba; 
(3)  distribute  total  annual  increase  on 
basis  of  55  percent  to  domestic  producers, 
35  percent  to  Cuba  and  10  percent  to  full 
duty  countries.  Formula  would  be  effec¬ 
tive  from  1957  to  end  of  act, 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Minnesota  [Mrs.  Knutson]  . 

Mrs.  KNUTSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
statements  made  by  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  [Mr. 
Cooley]  who  has  done  a  tremendous  job 
on  this  bill.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
interest  in  my  district  for  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  I  sincerely  hope  it  will  pass. 
If  you  could  have  followed  us  around  on 
this  legislation  you  would  appreciate 
how  much  work  has  been  done.  I  have 
great  respect  for  the  ability  and  courage 
that  the  chairman  showed  in  helping  us 
with  this  legislation.  It  has  been  a 
sweet  subject  for  some  time,  I  assure  you. 

I  represent  the  Ninth  District  in  Min¬ 
nesota  one  of  the  largest  sugar  beet 
growers  in  the  United  States,  farmers 
and  growers  of  my  district  need  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  in  sugar  beet  acreage. 

The  bill  that  I  have  introduced  and 
support  does  not  provide  anywhere  near 
the  additional  acreage  for  sugar  beets 
needed  in  the  Red  River  valley  of  Minne¬ 
sota  and  North  Dakota.  It  will  only 
prevent  additional  acreage  cutbacks  and 
perhaps  in  a  few  years  restore  to  present 
growers  the  acreage  they  lost  this  year 
because  of  limitation  of  acreage  in  the 
United  States  to  that  required  to  pro¬ 
duce  1,800,000  tons  of  beet  sugar. 

Last  year,  about  95,000  acres  of  sugar 
beets  were  grown  and  harvested  in  the 
valley.  With  our  new  plant,  completed 
in  1954  at  a  cost  of  about  $10  million  we 
can  easily  process  beets  grown  on  115,000 
acres.  However,  our  gi'owers  have  been 
restricted  to  less  than  90,000  acres  for 
1955. 

We  have  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
acres  of  land  suitable  for  growing  sugar 
beets  in  the  Red  River  valley,  and  our 
farmers  and  growers  desire  to  substan¬ 
tially  increase  beet  acreage.  Tliis  crop 
is  the  only  rotation  crop  that  can  suc¬ 
cessfully  be  used  as  far  north  as  the 
Red  River  valley.  To  a  certain  degree, 
more  acreage  in  sugar  beets  takes  the 
pressure  off  other  crops  that  would 
normally  be  grown. 
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(Mrs.  KNUTSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COOlxEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  SiskI. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  [Mr.  Cooley]  on  this  legislation. 
I  rise  in  support  of  it  and  I  hope  it  will 
pass. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  this  is  a  good 
bill,  that  it  provides  a  fair  and  honest 
break  to  our  friendly  neighbors  who  pro¬ 
duce  sugar  as  well  as  to  the  farmers  in 
our  own  country  who  are  struggling  to 
make  both  ends  meet  in  the  face  of  acre¬ 
age  reductions  and  limitations  on  their 
sugar  output. 

As  I  understand  it,  under  the  present 
law,  quotas  of  imported  sugar  are  in¬ 
creased  to  supply  the  increased  sugar 
consumption  in  the  United  States,  while 
our  own  growers  are  restricted  to  sup¬ 
plying  their  portion  of  our  historical 
requirements.  The  proposal  now  before 
us  would  give  a  share  of  increased  con¬ 
sumption  to  domestic  producers  and, 
above  certain  increases,  would  authorize 
increased  imports. 

It  has  been  charged  that  passage  of 
this  bill  would  injure  Cuba  by  decreasing 
that  country’s  exports  to  the  United 
States.  I  do  not  believe  this  to  be  true. 
Chiba  would  remain  entitled  to  send  us 
as  much  sugar  as  she  has  in  the  past  and 
Could  increase  her  quota  if  our  consump¬ 
tion  warrants,  but  our  own  beet  and 
cane  growers  would  have  a  fair  share  of 
increases,  to  which  they  are  obviously 
entitled. 

I  personally  know  of  the  difficulties 
and  problems  facing  beet  growers  in  my 
own  district  and  I  am  going  to  vote  here 
to  help  them  with  those  problems.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  we  cannot  deny  our  own  farmers 
the  right  to  participate  in  our  country’s 
growth  and  I  have  confidence  in  the 
sense  of  fair  play  and  justice  of  my 
colleagues  in  voting  for  this  bill  to  help 
in  relieving  our  own  farm  problems. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired.  The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for 
amendment. 

Mr.  CCXDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  bill  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  101  (d)  of 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘raw  sugar’  means  any 
sugars  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas), 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline 
structure,  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or 
improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid 
sugar.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar’ 
means  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline 


structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (exclusive  of 
liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having 
liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to  be 
further  refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (1)  of  such  act  Is 
amended  by  deleting  the  parenthetical  word 
“(Clerget) .” 

SEC.  4.  Section  101  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  para¬ 
graph  to  read  as  follows: 

“(n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or 
Improved  in  quality’  means  to  be  subjected 
substantially  to  the  processes  of  (1)  affilia¬ 
tion  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystal¬ 
lization.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  findings  based  on  public  hear¬ 
ings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes 
to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph 
(n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities 
are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  para¬ 
graph  (d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph 
(e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  striking  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 
the  words  “1947  prior  to  the  termination  of 
price  control  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “1947-49.” 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  Inserting  a  colon  and  “(1)  For 
the  calendar  year  1956”  in  lieu  of  the  first 
comma  and  by  adding  the  following  new 
paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  by  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  50  percent  of  the 
amount  by  which  the  determination  made 
pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  8,350,000 
short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

“(A)  The  first  188,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  Increased  shall 
be  apportioned  45.2  percent  to  the  domestic 
beet  area:  42.6  percent  to  the  mainland  cane 
area;  10.6  percent  to  Puerto  Rico;  and  1.6 
percent  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and 

“(B)  Any  additional  amount  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  on  the  basis  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  (1)  as  adjusted  by  subparagraph 
(A)  of  this  paragraph  (a)  (2), 

“(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each 
subsequent  calendar  year,  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  4,444,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a)  (1) 
of  this  section,  and  by  adding  thereto  50 
percent  of  the  amount  by  which  the  deter¬ 
mination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  ex¬ 
ceeds  8.350,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  ap¬ 
portioned  as  follows:  First,  by  apportioning 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (a)  (2)  of  this  section  an  amount  not 
in  excess  of  the  amount  so  apportioned  in 
1956,  and  second,  by  apportioning  the  re¬ 
mainder,  if  any,  in  accordance  with  the  final 
quotas  established  for  the  calendar  year 
1956,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  (1)  and 
(a)  (2)  of  this  section.” 

SEC.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “For”  after  “(c)” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the 
calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  percent 
and  to  such  other  foreign  countries  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by 
which  8,350,000  short  tons  or  such  lesser 
amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section 
201  exceeds  the  sum  of  4,444,000  short  tons, 
raw  value,  and  the  quota  established  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and 
by  prorating  to  Cuba  50  percent  and  to  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  50  percent  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201 
exceeds  the  sum  of  8,350.000  short  tons  plus 
the  increase  In  quotas  provided  for  in  sub¬ 


section  (a)  (3)  of  this  section :  Provided,  (1) 
That  for  1957  the  quota  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  175,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
Jess  175,000  short  tons,  raw  value;  and  (ii) 
that  for  the  calendar  year  1958  and  each 
subsequent  calendar  year  through  1960  the 
quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be 
Increased  45,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  an¬ 
nually  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
for  such  year  less  the  quota  for  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines  for  such  year.  The  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  pro¬ 
rated  for  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year,  as  follows: 

“(A)  Each  country  whose  average  annual 
Importations  into  the  United  States  within 
the  quota  were  less  than  1,000  short  tons, 
raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954 
shall  receive  a  proration  equal  to  such  aver¬ 
age  Importations. 

“(B)  Each  country  whose  average  annual 
importations  into  the  United  States  within 
the  quota  were  more  than  1,000  short  tons 
but  less  than  3,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive 
each  year  2,000  tons  in  addition  to  the  basic 
tonnages  prorated  under  subparagraphs  (C) 
or  (D)  hereof. 

*‘(C)  Each  country  whose  average  annual 
Importations  into  the  United  States  within 
the  quota  were  1,000  short  tons  but  less  than 
2,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years 
1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  proratlon  for 
1957  equal  to  its  average  Importations  for 
the  calendar  years  1953  and  1954  plus  30 
percent  thereof  and  for  each  calendar  year 
subsequent  to  1957  through  1960  the  pro¬ 
ration  for  each  such  country  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  by  an  additional  30  percent  of  its 
proration  under  this  subparagraph  (C)  for 
the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year. 

“(D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otherwise 
prorated  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and 
(C)  above  shall  be  prorated  as  follows: 


“Country:  Percent 

Dominican  Republic _  37 

Peru _  36 

Mexico _ 20 

Nicaragua  _ _ _ _ _  5 

Haiti  _ _ 2” 


Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign 
country  with  a  quota  or  proration  thereof 
of  more  than  10,000  short  tons  fails  to  fill 
such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10 
percent  and  at  any  time  during  such  year 
the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic 
price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such 
country  for  subsequent  years  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount 
by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill  its  quota 
or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary 
finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  dis¬ 
aster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such 
reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  objectives 
of  this  act.  Any  reduction  hereunder  shall 
be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits 
are  prorated  under  section  204. 

“(f)  No  country  shall  have  its  quota  or 
proration  thereof  increased  above  its  quota 
or  proration  thereof  for  the  calendar  year 
1956  unless,  on  or  before  January  1,  1957, 
such  country  becomes  a  party  to  and  bound 
by  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for 
the  Reg:ulatlon  of  the  Production  and  Mar¬ 
keting  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  U.  S.  Senate  on 
April  29,  1954). 

“(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  except  paragraph  (d)  hereof,  if  the 
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Secretary  determines  that  any  country  for 
which  a  sugar  quota  or  proratlon  thereof  is 
established  herein  causes  a  substantial  re¬ 
duction  in  the  Importation  of  any  agrlciil- 
tural  commodity  from  the  United  States  be¬ 
low  the  quantity  Imported  during  a  repre¬ 
sentative  period  of  years,  in  raw  or  manu¬ 
factured  form,  through  import  quotas,  im¬ 
port  taxes,  exchange  restrictions,  or  other 
trade  restrictive  measures,  the  sugar  quota  or 
proration  thereof  for  such  country  shall  be 
suspended  during  each  year  when  such  re¬ 
strictive  measures  are  at  any  time  in  effect 
and  the  portion  of  such  quota  or  proration 
thereof  so  suspended  shall  be  prorated  in  the 
same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated  under 
section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
204  (a)  of  such  act  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colon 
and  the  following;  "Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area 
occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market 
that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted 
under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or 
the  increases  allotted  under  section  202  (a) 
(3)  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic 
areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in 
effect.” 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  act  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon 
and  the  following:  “except  that  in  the  case 
of  proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-producing  area  occuring  by  rea¬ 
son  of  Inability  to  market  that  part  of  the 
quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by 
reason  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases 
allotted  under  section  202  (a)  (3),  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on 
such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas 
as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such 
deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area 
will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount, 
he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba.” 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  inserting  Immediately  before  the 
final  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “In 
making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due 
allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought, 
storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other 
similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  condi¬ 
tions  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  gen¬ 
eral  area  served  by  the  factory  or  factories 
of  such  person.”. 

SBC.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  the  word  “year”  the 
following:  “,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the 
same  percentage  of  29,616  short  tons,  raw 
value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  lor  Ha¬ 
waii  under  section  202  is  of  1,052,000  short 
tons,  raw  value.” 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  act  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  by  adding  the  following:  “which  shall 
be  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus 
an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage 
of  126,033  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the 
increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under 
section  202  is  of  1,080,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  which  latter  amount  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  whether  or  not 
principally  of  crystalline  structure.”. 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “The”  after  “(h)” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  for  the 
calendar  year  1956,  the”  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each 
subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by  di¬ 
rect-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36 
percent  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined 
pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the 
quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limita¬ 
tion  shall  not  apply  to  countries  receiving 
prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of  7,000 
short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consumption 


portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to 
the  1.36  percent  limitation  referred  to  above 
shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which  re¬ 
ceive  proratlons  under  section  202  (c)  of 
more  than  7,000  short  tons  on  the  basis  of 
average  imports  of  direct-consumption 
sugar  within  the  quota  for  the  years  1951, 
1952,  1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “(or 
processed)”  the  following;  “,  except  for  live¬ 
stock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,”. 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  “(or  processed” 
the  words  “within  the  proportionate  share” 
and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the 
producers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose 
past  production  has  been  adversely,  seri¬ 
ously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought, 
storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects  or  other 
similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  condi¬ 
tions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing  pro¬ 
portionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to 
encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster 
greater  diversification  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction,  and  promote  the  conservation  of  soil 
and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a 
farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized, 
whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental 
of  land  for  other  productive  purposes,  to 
transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record  for 
any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or 
parcels  of  land  owned  by  such  applicant  in 
Puerto  Rico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  act  Is  amended 
by  inserting  “(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof 
and  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar-processing 
operations  otherwise  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such 
processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into 
the  continental  United  States  under  a  decla¬ 
ration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar 
subsequently  is  determined  to  be  of  direct- 
consumption  quality  and  to  be  in  excess  of 
the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  ap¬ 
plicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment 
thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a 
sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each 
pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess 
of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the 
applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment 
thereof,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
sentence;  “The  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services 
are  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.” 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  act  is  renum¬ 
bered  as  section  412,  section  412  of  such  act 
is  renumbered  as  section  413,  and  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
issue  such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  International 
Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the 
Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
United  States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  re¬ 
stricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 
United  States  from  foreign  countries  not 
participating  in  such  agreement,  or  to  carry 
out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any 
such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States 
Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such 
act  (relating  to  termination  of  the  powers 
of  the  Secretary  under  the  act)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  ap¬ 
pears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“1960”. 

Sec.  19.  A  new  section  414  is  added  to  such 
act  as  follows; 


“Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions 
which  exist  in  the  continental  United  States 
sugar-producing  areas  by  reason  of  the 
quantities  of  surplus  overquota  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  shall  carry  out  loans,  purchases, 
or  other  operations  with  respect  to  100,000 
short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the  1955 
or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 

“(b)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  be 
disposed  of  outside  the  continental  United 
States  in  such  manner  as  the  Corporation  de¬ 
termines  will  not  imduly  Interfere  with  nor¬ 
mal  marketings  of  sugar,  including  disposi¬ 
tions  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

“(c)  No  borrower  shall  be  personally  liable 
for  any  deficiency  arising  from  the  sale  of 
the  sugar  securing  any  loan  made  under  au¬ 
thority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan  was 
obtained  through  fraudulent  representations 
by  the  borrower.  This  provision  shall  not, 
however,  be  construed  to  prevent  Commodity 
Credit  Coporation  from  requiring  the  bor¬ 
rower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in 
the  quality  or  quantity  of  sugar  delivered 
under  the  loan,  for  failure  to  properly  care 
for  and  preserve  such  sugar,  or  for  failure 
or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  the  program. 

“(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II  of 
this  act.” 

Sec.  20.  Section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (63  Stat.  1052;  68  Stat. 
899,  912) ,  is  further  amended  as  follows: 

1.  After  the  comma  following  the  word 
“butterfat”  in  the  clause  preceding  the  colon, 
insert  the  following:  “sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane,”. 

(2)  After  subsection  (c)  thereof  insert  a 
new  subsection  (d)  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  price  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane,  respectively,  shall  be  supported  at  a 
level  of  90  percent  of  the  parity  price  therefor 
through  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations 
with  respect  to  sugar  derived  from  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  proportionate  shares  of  sugar  beets 
or  sugarcane  of  the  1956  and  subsequent 
crops  produced  in  the  domestic  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  the  United  States.  Loans, 
purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect 
to  such  sugar  shall  be  at  such  rates  or  prices 
as  the  Secretary  determines,  after  taking 
into  account  receipts  of  producers  from  by¬ 
products  and  conditional  payments  will  re¬ 
flect  the  equivalent  of  90  percent  of  the 
parity  price  either  for  sugar  beets  or  sugar¬ 
cane.  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.” 

Sec.  21.  Section  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are 
amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “1961.” 

Sec.  22.  Section  4502  (4).  chapter  4,  sub¬ 
chapter  A,  “Sugar,”  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  as  follows:  Strike 
out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and 
delete  the  second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  23.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  sub¬ 
chapter  A,  “Sugar,”  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following; 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject  to 
refunds  as  a  tax  under  the  provisions  of 
section  6418  (a).” 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  “(a)"  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  “section  4501.” 

Sec.  24.  The  amendments  made  hereby 
shall  become  effective  January  1.  1956.  except 
as  otherwise  designated  and  except  that  re¬ 
quired  determinations  and  regulations  may 
be  issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Laird:  On  page 
15,  beginning  on  line  18,  strike  out  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  section  8  through  and  including 
line  18  on  page  16. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support 
this  legislation,  but  may  I  say  that  at  the 
time  this  legislation  was  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  there  were  certain  sections  that 
were  written  into  the  bill  which  I  took 
exception  to.  On  page  15  of  the  bill,  sec¬ 
tion  8,  beginning  with  line  18,  there  are 
two  restrictive  sections  written  into  this 
bill  that  will  affect  two  particular  coun¬ 
tries. 

I  read  from  page  15,  line  18: 

No  country  shall  have  its  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  increased  above  its  quota  or 
production  thereof  for  the  calendar  year 
1956  unless,  on  or  before  January  1,  1957, 
such  country  becomes  a  party  to  and  bound 
by  the  international  sugar  agreement  for  the 
regulation  of  the  production  and  marketing 
of  sugar. 

That  particular  section  applies  only  to 
Peru. 

The  next  subparagraph  of  section  8 
applies  only  to  the  Philippines.  The 
Legisature  of  the  Philippines  is  now  in 
session  and  considering  suspending  some 
of  the  practices  which  brought  this  sec¬ 
tion  about,  and  I  feel  that  this  sugar  bill 
is  not  the  place  to  deal  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  problem.  The  Philippines  were 
great  friends  of  ours  during  World  War 
11.  I  served  and  was  in  the  Philippines 
during  World  War  II,  and  I  do  not  feel 
that  we  should  discriminate  against  the 
Philippine  Islands  in  establishing  these 
sugar  allotments.  It  is  my  hope  that  the 
Government  of  the  Philippines  will  take 
immediate  action  to  suspend  these  dis¬ 
criminatory  practices. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  also  say  that  we 
should  not  discriminate  against  the 
Philippine  Islands:  I  agree  with  that. 
But  does  not  the  gentleman  agree  with 
me  that  the  Philippine  Islands  should 
not  discriminate  against  us? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  certainly  do  agree  with 
the  chairman,  but  I  do  not  think  we 
should  write  this  language  into  the  sugar 
bill  at  this  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
for  it  to  be  deleted  from  the  bill,  and  I  so 
stated  to  the  House  a  minute  ago,  and, 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  Record 
should  show  in  justice  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  that 
prior  to  this  bill  being  programed,  in 
consultation  with  Speaker  Rayburn  and 
myself,  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Cooley]  and  other  members 
of  his  committee  stated  to  the  Speaker 
and  myself  that  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
relating  to  the  Philippine  Islands  would 
be  deleted.  And  it  was  my  intention  to 
offer  such  an  amendment.  However, 
that  is  included  in  the  amendment  which 
is  pending  at  the  desk  and  which  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  at  the  present  time. 
Of  course,  I  support  the  amendment,  be¬ 


cause  authorship  of  the  amendment  is 
immaterial.  It  is  the  result  which  I  am 
concerned  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  will  be  very 
happy  to. 

Mr.  COOLEIY.  I  might  also  add  that 
I  assured  the  gentleman  that  I  would 
offer  an  amendment  striking  out  the  sec¬ 
tion  directed  at  Peru,  because  Peru  is  not 
a  member  of  the  International  Sugar 
Agreement. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Exactly. 

Without  getting  into  the  field  referred 
to  by  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  international  situation  is  such 
that  the  carrying  of  these  provisions,  in 
my  opinion,  would  be  highly  inadvisable 
at  this  time.  I  am  confident  and  I  sin¬ 
cerely  hope  that  any  actions  on  the  part 
of  any  other  country  that  are  discrim¬ 
inatory  in  results  to  our  own  country  or 
any  of  the  products  of  our  own  country 
will  be  removed  as  quickly  as  possible. 
However,  we  must  lift  ourselves  above 
such  situations  at  times,  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  one  of  the  times,  and  the 
striking  out  of  this  provision,  I  think, 
would  be  most  healthly,  most  beneficial, 
because  in  relation  to  the  Philippines  we 
must  remember  that  we  have  there  real 
friends,  friends  that  we  can  rely  upon. 

During  the  trying  days  of  World  War 
II.  and  for  many  years  prior  thereto, 
they  were,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a 
part  of  the  United  States  and  they 
showed  their  love  of  America  by  the 
great  sacrifices  that  they  made. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BONNER.  This  situation  in  the 
PhiUppines  is  not  something  new.  This 
has  been  going  on  for  some  time, 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Let  us  not  get 
into  that  now. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  thought  maybe  I 
could  get  my  piece  in  here  now  instead 
of  delaying  the  House  with  another  5- 
minute  speech. 

When  some  time  ago  I  objected  to  the 
renewal  of  the  Philippine  trade  agree¬ 
ment,  there  were  discriminations  going 
on  in  the  issuance  of  import  licenses. 
We  got  that  straightened  out.  Then 
there  was  a  discriminatory  act  passed. 
This  is  a  two-way  street.  I  think  it  is 
wholesome  that  this  discussion  has  taken 
place  in  the  House  so  those  in  the  Philip¬ 
pines  might  know  that  we  were  not  giv¬ 
ing  way  all  the  time  but  were  willing 
to  accept  some  and  give  some.  I  will 
withdraw  my  objection  in  this  case  for 
the  reason  that  this  week  I  had  a  very 
satisfactory  understanding  with  a  very 
prominent  member  of  the  Philippine 
Congress,  who  was  here  in  Washing¬ 
ton  on  a  short  visit  and  greatly  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  bill.  Hereafter  my  action 
will  be  different. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  sure  the  re¬ 
marks  made  by  the  two  gentlemen  from 
North  Carolina  will  be  noticed.  On  the 
other  hand,  we  are  a  great  Nation  and 
we  can  afford  to  show  our  greatness  by 
lifting  ourselves  above  ordinary  human 
reactions  at  times.  This  is  one  of  those 
occasions.  Certainly  as  a  message  of 
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friendship  to  those  who  are  our  friends 
and  as  a  contribution  to  our  good  rela¬ 
tions  on  an  international  level,  it  is  im¬ 
portant  not  only  to  the  United  States, 
but  to  the  people  of  the  Philippines  for 
us  to  accept  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  It  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  ranking  member 
of  the  committee  with  whom,  I  might 
say,  I  had  a  conversation,  and  he  told 
me,  when  he  learned  I  was  going  to  pro¬ 
pose  the  amendment,  that  he  wOuld  ac¬ 
cept  it  and  I  assume  he  is  accepting  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in 
entire  accord  with  the  gentleman  and 
the  amendment  which  he  has  sponsored. 
Also  I  want  to  express  the  thought  that 
those  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who 
are  interested  in  this  legislation  appre¬ 
ciate  the  splendid  cooperation  we  have 
had  from  the  majority  leader  in  pro¬ 
graming  this  bill  imder  very  diflQcult 
circumstances. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  appreciate  the 
comments  of  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
member  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  the  Far  East  and  the  Pacific,  I  have 
been  closely  concerned  with  the  eco¬ 
nomic,  political,  and  collective  security 
conditions  prevailing  in  that  important 
region. 

As  we  all  know,  more  than  one-half  of 
humanity  lives  in  that  area.  Further, 
far-reaching  economic,  political,  and 
social  developments  are  presently  taking 
place  in  that  region — developments 
which  may  seriously  affect  the  future 
course  of  events  insofar  as  our  Nation, 
and  the  other  free  nations  of  the  world, 
are  concerned. 

For  these,  and  other  equally  impor¬ 
tant  reasons,  I  believe  that  it  is  in  our 
own  interest  to  pay  close  attention  to 
what  is  happening  in  the  Pacific  and 
in  the  Far  East. 

I  rise  to  address  myself  to  H.  R.  7030, 
a  bill  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948  and  more  particularly  to  section 
8,  subsection  g  thereof,  which  provides: 

(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law  except  paragraph  (d)  hereof,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  that  any  country  for 
which  a  sugar  quota  or  proration  thereof  is 
established  herein  causes  a  substantial  re¬ 
duction  in  the  importation  of  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  from  the  United  States 
below  the  quantity  imported  during  a  rep¬ 
resentative  period  of  years,  in  raw  or  manu¬ 
factured  form,  through  import  quotas,  im¬ 
port  taxes,  exchange  restrictions,  or  other 
trade  restrictive  measures,  the  sugar  quota 
or  proratlon  thereof  for  such  country  shall 
be  suspended  during  each  year  when  such 
restrictive  measures  are  at  any  time  in  effect 
and  the  portion  of  such  quota  or  proration 
thereof  so  suspended  shall  be  prorated  in 
the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204. 

Everyone  who  knows  anything  about 
the  hearings  on  the  proposed  legislation 
is  well  aware  of  the  fact  that  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  directed  at  our  good  friend 
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and  ally  the  Philippines.  In  1952,  the 
Philippine  Republic  enacted  a  law,  Re¬ 
public  Act  No.  698,  establishing  import 
quotas  on  all  foreign  grown  leaf  tobacco 
and  thereby  curtailed  the  amount  of 
tobacco  permitted  to  be  imported  into 
the  Philippines.  Let  me  say,  first  of  all, 
that  in  spite  of  the  import  restrictions 
imposed  in  the  Philippines,  for  reasons 
I  will  subsequently  enumerate,  they  are 
still  one  of  the  biggest  buyers  of  Ameri¬ 
can  tobacco.  Why  were  these  import 
quotas  imposed?  These  import  quotas 
were  imposed  upon  the  advice  and  strong 
recommendations  made  by  the  so-called 
Bell  Mission  and  representatives  of  the 
Foreign  Operations  Administration  in 
the  Philippines.  These  agencies  of  our 
own  Government  sought  to  protect  the 
dollar  reserves  of  the  Philippines  in  view 
of  her  tremendous  trade  deficits  recog¬ 
nizing  that  the  Philippines  had  to  cur¬ 
tail  its  purchases  abroad  of  such  items 
as  were  considered  nonessential.  Mr. 
Chairman,  tobacco  happened  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  one  of  the  less  essential  products 
that  the  Philippines  had  to  buy  as  it 
was  quite  evident  that  she  had  to  give 
preference  to  capital  goods  and  raw  ma¬ 
terials  so  necessary  for  the  rehabilitation 
of  her  industries  totally  destroyed  in  the 
last  war.  I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  say 
that  my  distinguished  colleague.  Con¬ 
gressman  Herbert  Bonner  of  North 
Carolina,  Chairman  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  and 
well-known  to  have  the  interest  of  the 
American  tobacco  industry  at  heart,  in 
a  statement  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  on  June  21  in  connection  with 
certain  Philippine  legislation  then  under 
consideration,  stated  that  he  was  recom¬ 
mending  that  the  bill  be  passed  because 
certain  inequities  that  had  been  prac¬ 
tised  in  the  Philippines  against  Ameri¬ 
can  commerce,  would  be  corrected.  His 
recommendation  on  the  legislation  then 
being  considered  was  based  on  assur¬ 
ances  incorporated  in  a  letter  dated  June 
18,  1955,  addressed  to  him  from  Gen. 
Carlos  P.  Romtilo,  special  representative 
of  the  President  of  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  together  with  a  cablegram 
from  President  Magsaysay  on  this 
matter. 

The  executive  branch  of  the  present 
administration  has  spoken  with  respect 
to  these  import  quotas,  specifically  on 
May  16,  1955,  when  the  Philippine  Trade 
Agreement  was  before  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  On  page  50,  of  the  hearings 
the  Honorable  William  J.  Sebald,  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Far 
Eastern  Affairs,  in  testifying  on  the  im¬ 
position  of  import  quotas  stated: 

Mr.  Sebald.  One  of  the  principal  reasons 
for  the  import  bans  was  to  save  foreign  cur¬ 
rency.  There  were  a  great  many  unneces¬ 
sary,  or  items  which  the  Philippine  Govern¬ 
ment  considered  unnecessary,  importations 
which  were  being  made.  They  therefore  put 
a  ban  on  such  imports  because  it  was  ex¬ 
hausting  their  foreign  exchange. 

Mr.  Jenkins.  We  have  had  fine  relation¬ 
ship  with  the  Philippines.  These  matters 
that  you  have  referred  to  were  not  anything 
that  would  cause  any  rift  between,  the  two 
countries? 

Mr.  Sebald.  That  Is  correct.  It  was  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  necessity  for  the  Philippine  Govern¬ 


ment  in  order  for  it  to  keep  its  head  above 
water. 

Mr.  Jenkins.  In  some  of  these  cases  of 
bans  Imposed  by  the  Philippine  Government, 
it  looks  as  if  they  were  going  pretty  far. 

Mr.  Sebald.  They  were  nondiscrlminatory 
In  the  sense  that  it  was  the  article  which 
was  ba'nned,  the  importation  of  the  article 
that  was  banned  rather  than  because  it  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  an  American  article. 

Mr.  Jenkins.  Anyhow,  the  agency  that  you 
represent  was  satisfied  with  what  was  going 
on? 

Mr.  Sebald.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  it  was  neces¬ 
sary. 

It  is  significant  at  this  point  to  direct 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  has  been  unable  to  fill  her  quota 
for  the  last  13  years  resulting  in  the  loss 
to  her  of  some  8  million  tons  which  went 
to  another  large  American  supplier  and 
on  which  taxes  were  collected  by  the 
United  States  Government  of  approxi¬ 
mately  100  million  dollars.  You  are  all 
aware  of  the  fact  that  this  body  passed 
within  the  last  2  weeks  amendments  to 
the  Philippine  Trade  Act,  which  amend¬ 
ments  are  now  with  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  This  penalty  provision, 
retaliatory  in  character,  in  my  opinion, 
would  undo  all  the  good  that  the  recent 
approval  of  the  amendments  to  the  Phil¬ 
ippine  Trade  Act  has  done  to  our  happy 
relations  with  the  Philippines  and  it  is 
doubtful  if  the  President  can  sign  the 
trade  agreement  as  authorized  in  this 
session  if  the  penalty  provision  in  this 
act  is  approved.  It  is  urged  that  section 
8  (g)  be  deleted  from  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Laird]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dixon  to  the 
committee  amendment:  On  page  22,  line  20, 
strike  out  all  of  section  20  of  the  bill  and 
renumber  succeeding  sections  to  conform. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
fully  in  accord  with  the  bill  and  shall 
support  it,  although  I  have  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  offer. 

You  have  seen  the  apprehensive  look 
and  expression  on  the  faces  of  all  of  us 
who  come  from  the  sugar  States,  and 
even  on  the  face  of  our  dear  colleague, 
the  lady  from  Minnesota  [Mrs.  Knut¬ 
son],  because  she  is  worried  because  she 
sees  the  acute  need  for  the  passage  of 
this  bill.  I  shall  not  say  more  about  the 
urgency  of  this  measure. 

I  want  also  to  thank  our  chairman 
and  the  committee  for  the  fine  work 
they  have  done  on  this  bill. 

Getting  to  the  amendment,  the  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  strike  section  20  of  the  bill. 
I  shall  read  the  first  few  lines  that 
contain  the  gist  of  this  section: 

The  price  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane, 
respectively,  shall  be  supported  at  a  level 
of  90  percent  of  the  parity  price, 

I  shall  not  read  any  more.  That  gives 
you  the  idea.  This  section  20  is  foreign 
to  the  original  purpose  of  the  bill.  The 
purpose  of  the  bill  as  stated  in  the  re¬ 
port  is  to  give  relief  to  the  domestic  sugar 
growers  by  allowing  them  to  participate 
in  the  increasing  consumption  of  sugar 
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in  the  United  States.  Section  20  is  for¬ 
eign  to  that  purpose. 

At  this  juncture  I  should  like  to  yield 
sufficient  time  to  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Boggs],  who  represents 
the  cane  producers  and  who  has  faith¬ 
fully  attended  our  committee  hearings, 
to  answer  two  questions.  The  first  ques¬ 
tion  is,  “Is  section  20  essential  to  the 
achievement  of  the  purposes  of  the  bill 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  cane 
growers?’’ 

Mr.  BOGGS.  My  answer  is  that  this 
section  was  not  in  the  bill  introduced  by 
my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Willis]  and  myself. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Second,  would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  have  any  objection  if  this  section 
were  deleted? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  my¬ 
self,  I  have  no  objection  whatsoever. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Willis,  I  would  like 
to  yield  to  you. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  I  cannot  improve  on  the 
replies  of  my  colleague  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  BoggsI. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  should  like  to  yield  suf¬ 
ficient  time  to  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Hill]  to  answer  those  two 
questions  for  the  beet  growers. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  would  like  to  say  two 
things  I  forgot  to  say  a  while  ago. 

Mr.  DIXON.  That  is  not  what  I 
yielded  for. 

Mr.  HILL.  In  working  on  this  legis¬ 
lation,  the  growers  in  my  area  never  had 
finer  supporters  than  the  gentlemen 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Willis  and  Mr. 
Boggs],  In  other  words,  the  cane  peo¬ 
ple  have  worked  absolutely  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  the  beet  growers  in  the 
long  time  we  have  worked  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Now  may  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  answer  these  two  questions: 
Do  the  beet  growers  consider  that  this 
section  is  essential  to  achieving  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  Sugar  Act? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  gentleman  knows  I 
am  not  in  a  prayer  meeting.  I  am  testi¬ 
fying  for  this  bill.  As  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  there  are  several  other  parts  of 
this  bill  that  could  be  left  out  and  I 
would  still  be  happy.  But  as  things  are 
today,  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  this 
section  should  not  come  out  of  the  bill 
just  as  we  took  the  sections  out  a  while 
ago.  In  other  words,  this  bill  has  too 
much  of  an  international  flavor  to  come 
out  of  an  agricultural  committee.  I 
have  argued  all  the  time,  and  I  think 
with  good  reason,  that  when  we  come 
to  dividing  up  sugar,  and  you  will  find 
it  in  our  report - 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  refuse  to  yield  further. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Dixon 
was  permitted  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  BOGGS.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  have  always  supported  the 
90-percent-of-parity  concept.  However, 
since  the  very  inception  of  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  that  concept  has  never  been  in¬ 
cluded  for  the  obvious  reason,  as  I  see 
it,  that  sugar  legislation,  as  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and  as  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  committee 
and  other  members  of  the  committee 
have  pointed  out,  is  a  very  complex  piece 
of  legislation,  covering  domestic  pro¬ 
duction,  foreign  production,  mainland 
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production,  production  in  the  posses¬ 
sions,  and  so  forth.  Therefore,  my  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  gentleman  really  is  that  I 
do  not  believe  we  should  debate  that 
issue  at  this  time  in  this  bill.  That  does 
not  mean  I  do  not  think  it  possibly  is  a 
very  good  thing  to  have  for  the  sugar 
producers. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  should  like  at  this  time  to  yield  suffi¬ 
cient  time  for  our  honored  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley],  who  has  worked  so  hai'd 
on  this  bill,  to  answer  two  questions. 

In  your  opinion,  is  this  section  neces¬ 
sary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Frankly,  I  could  say 
“Yes”  or  “No,”  but  I  would  prefer  to  say 
this:  In  putting  the  provision  in  the  bill, 
we  did  so  only  after  conference  with  the 
people  from  the  cane  area.  I  actually 
believed  at  the  time  we  put  it  in  that  you 
might  need  it  in  2  or  3  years  from  now 
in  the  event  you  get  into  trouble  again. 
In  other  words,  if  you  have  a  surplus  2 
years  from  now,  you  will  not  have  to  be 
running  back  here  to  the  Congress  to 
amend  this  law.  But  if  you  have  the 
nom-ecourse  loan  program,  you  could 
place  the  sugar  under  loan,  if  you  had  to 
freeze  the  crop,  and  then  put  it  back  into 
the  market  and  continue  without  having 
to  come  back  to  the  Congi'ess  to  amend 
the  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Dixon]  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  I  may  finish  my 
statement,  I  appreciate  the  fact,  of 
course,  that  we  are  here  dealing  with 
what  is  ordinarily  a  deficit  crop.  It  is  a 
deficit  crop  under  all  circumstances  be¬ 
cause  we  do  not  produce  all  the  sugar  we 
need  and  consume  in  this  country.  But 
there  is  no  objection  that  I  can  possibly 
see  to  having  it  in  the  law.  But.  if  it  is 
politically  obnoxious  to  you,  you  have  the 
right  to  have  the  House  decide  that.  In 
fairness  to  the  gentleman’s  amendment, 
I  think  I  should  point  out  that  when  the 
amendment  was  offered  in  committee  to 
strike  out  this  section,  it  failed  by  a  tie 
vote  of,  I  believe,  15  to  15.  That,  of 
course,  shows  that  it  is  a  controversial 
issue.  I  know  that  the  gentleman,  even 
with  this  provision  in  the  bill,  voted  to 
report  the  bill  favorably  to  the  floor. 

Ml'.  DIXON.  Now,  to  go  to  the  second 
question:  Would  you  have  any  objection 
to  the  removal  of  section  20  from  the 
bill? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Personally,  1  have  no 
objection,  but  I  do  not  think  I  can  im¬ 
prove  on  the  answer  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Boggs]  to  the 
gentleman:  I  believe  in  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  I  do  not  like  flexible  price 
supports. 

(Mr.  MORANO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  prod¬ 
ucts  exported  to  Cuba  are  produced  in 


every  section  of  the  United  States.  The 
Cuban  market  is  vital  to  the  continued 
prosperity  of  ricegrowers  and  processors 
in  Louisiana,  Texas,  Arkansas,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  California,  which  produce  al¬ 
most  the  entire  United  States  rice  crop. 
Farmers  in  such  States  as  Iowa,  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Ohio,  Missouri,  and  Minnesota, 
which  rely  on  lard  exports  for  a  large 
part  of  their  income,  send  their  lard  to 
Cuba  and  other  countries.  In  1951,  Cuba 
took  nearly  15  percent  of  all  the  cotton 
manufactures  exported  from  the  United 
States,  thus  contributing  to  the  prosper¬ 
ity  of  such  textile-manufacturing  States 
as  North  and  South  Carolina,  Georgia, 
Alabama,  Virginia,  Tennessee,  Texas, 
Massachusetts,  and  Connecticut.  The 
United  States  sells  to  Cuba  large  quanti¬ 
ties  of  iron,  steel,  and  other  metal  prod¬ 
ucts,  the  export  of  which  is  important 
to  the  economy  of  Michigan,  Ohio,  Illi¬ 
nois,  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  and  New 
Jersey. 

During  July  1954,  the  Consolidated 
Railroads  of  (Juba  placed  a  $7  million 
order  for  51  diesel  electric  locomotives 
with  the  General  Motors  Electro-Motive 
division’s  plant  near  La  Grange,  Ill.  The 
order,  which  is  stated  to  be  the  largest 
of  its  kind  received  by  the  division  for 
export,  is  cited  as  an  example  of  foreign 
trade  helping  to  create  mutual  prosperity 
for  both  the  United  States  and  Cuba.  It 
required  the  export  of  roughly  70,000 
tons  of  raw  cane  sugar  from  Cuba  to  the 
United  States  to  make  possible  the  $7 
million  purchase  of  locomotives  from  the 
United  States.  Thousands  of  employees 
in  the  United  States  were  provided  with 
work  because  of  the  interchange  of  loco¬ 
motives  and  sugar. 

The  important  point  which  United 
States  foreign  policy  must  take  into  ac¬ 
count  is  that  since  Cuba  pays  for  most 
of  its  purchases  of  United  States  exports 
with  the  proceeds  of  its  sales  of  sugar  to 
the  United  States,  any  reduction  in  the 
United  States  quota  for  Cuban  sugar  will, 
by  the  very  law  of  economics,  compel 
Cubans  to  reduce  their  purchases  of 
United  States  products,  such  as  those 
enumerated  above.  Such  a  reduction  on 
imports  by  Cuba  would  affect  almost 
every  State  of  the  Union. 

It  should  continue  to  be  our  policy  to 
encourage  and  assist  Cuba  in  finding 
ways  and  means  of  reducing  her  depend¬ 
ence  on  sugar.  This  does  not  mean 
producing  less  sugar,  but  rather  develop¬ 
ing  additional  enterprises,  by  expanding 
existing  and  creating  new  industries  pro¬ 
ducing  sugar  byproducts.  This  is  of 
prime  importance,  because  (Juba  is  beset 
by  a  high  degree  of  instability  due  to 
the  nature  of  the  sugar  industry.  Every 
year  there  is  a  long  dead  season  when 
most  of  the  sugar  workers  are  unem¬ 
ployed  and  the  capital  equipment  of  the 
centrales  remains  idle. 

During  its  extended  trip  through  Cuba 
the  study  mission  was  impressed  with 
the  fact  that  most  of  the  farms  are  dedi¬ 
cated  to  one  crop — sugar  or  tobacco  or 
cattle  or  coffee.  The  seasonal  unem¬ 
ployment  inherent  in  the  sugar  industry 
together  with  the  fact  that  the  growth 
of  the  Cuban  economy  has  not  kept  pace 
with  the  needs  of  a  growing  population, 
point  up  the  necessity  for  greater  diver- 
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sification  of  the  Cuban  economy  wher¬ 
ever  feasible.  While  the  study  mission 
did  not  have  an  opportunity  to  make  an 
extensive  study  of  this  question,  the 
problem  was  discussed  with  many 
Cubans  from  all  levels.  The  consensus 
was  that  what  is  needed  is  a  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  for  economic  development. 
But  this  cannot  emerge  unless  the 
Cubans  themselves  press  forward  on  this 
problem  at  all  fronts  and  can  count  on 
United  States  encouragement  and  sup¬ 
port,  both  at  the  governmental  and 
private-capital  level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  States  in  re¬ 
cent  years  has  bought  approximately  60 
percent  of  Cuba’s  exports,  and  Cuba  has 
bought  approximately  75  percent  of  its 
imports  from  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  another  factor  which 
must  be  considered  in  formulating  a 
sound  foreign  policy  toward  (Juba  is 
United  States  private  investment  in 
(Juba.  American  direct  investments  in 
Cuba  totaled  $642.4  million  at  the  end  of 
1950  making  Cuba  the  fourth  most  im¬ 
portant  country  in  the  world  for  such 
United  States  investment,  preceded  only 
by  Canada,  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
Venezuela. 

It  is  estimated  that  United  States  in¬ 
direct  or  portfolio  investments  in  Cuba 
totaled  about  $65  million  at  the  end  of 
1950. 

As  already  pointed  out,  41  of  Cuba’s 
161  active  sugar  mills  are  owned  and 
operated  by  American  interests.  These 
currently  account  for  approximately  43 
percent  of  Cuba’s  sugar  crop.  United 
States  interest  is  also  substantial  in  elec¬ 
tric  power,  radio  and  television,  tele¬ 
phone  and  telegraph  systems,  railroads, 
and  banks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  this 
bill  and  I  hope  it  is  defeated.  This  bill 
changes  the  rules  in  the  middle  of  the 
game. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  a  preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  moves  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill  with  the 
recommendation  that  the  enacting  clause  be 
stricken  out. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Ohio  district  I  have  the  honor  to 
represent  in  this  Congress  is  predom¬ 
inantly  a  dairy  district.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  dairying  accounts  for  approxi¬ 
mately  80  percent  of  the  farm  income  of 
my  district.  While  asking  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  speak  on  the  sugar  bill,  I  feel  it 
only  fair  that  I  should  associate  milk  and 
sugar  since  I  do  not  represent  any  sugar 
growers  directly. 

You  are  all  aware  that  in  the  past  3 
years  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  ad¬ 
verse  public  opinion  and  a  great  deal  of 
opinion  within  this  body  pointed  at  the 
American  dairy  farmer  as  a  recipient  of 
undue  Government  subsidy  in  support  of 
his  operation. 

As  you  know,  I  have  denied  such 
charges,  and  with  justification,  consider¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  the  American  dairy 
farmer  is  the  largest  single  segment  of 
the  Nation’s  agriculture;  that  annually 
he  produces  approximately  20  percent  of 
the  total  gross  farm  income  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  ;  that  1  out  of  every  15  people  gain- 
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fully  employed  in  the  United  States, 
whether  in  industry  or  agriculture,  works 
for  the  American  dairy  cow;  that  when 
we  support  the  milk  price  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  dairy  farmer,  we  are  supporting  the 
basic  economic  structure  of  this  Nation; 
and  that  presently  under  the  75-percent 
support  level  declared  by  the  present 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  American 
dairy  farmer  is  today  the  worst  off  of 
any  segment  of  our  agriculture. 

Today  we  are  considering  House  bill 
7030  introduced  by  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  North  Carolina,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee,  which  concerns  itself  primarily  with 
increasing  the  subsidy  to  the  sugar  grow¬ 
ers  of  the  United  States.  I  would  point 
out,  to  begin  with,  that  the  sugar  grow¬ 
ers  of  this  Nation,  both  beet  and  cane 
producers,  are  a  very  minor  segment  of 
the  American  agricultural  economy.  I 
would  also  point  out  that  as  of  this  mo¬ 
ment,  despite  the  fact  that  they  are  pro¬ 
ducers  of  a  deficit  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ty,  they  are  one  of  the  most  highly  sub¬ 
sidized  segments  of  our  economy. 

You  will  find  in  the  report  on  this  bill 
that  the  sugar  growers  are  directly  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  $65  million  subsidy.  This 
amounts  to  a  $40-an-acre  subsidy  for 
beet  growers,  a  $29-an-acre  subsidy  for 
the  cane  growers  of  Florida  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,  and  the  astounding  amount  of  $100 
an  acre  for  the  cane  growers  of  Hawaii. 

I  do  not  need  to  point  out  to  you  that 
comparatively  these  figures  alone  show 
a  far  higher  subsidy  than  that  accorded 
the  American  dairy  farmer. 

However,  this  is  only  a  partial  report 
of  the  subsidy  received  by  our  domestic 
sugar  growers.  In  addition,  they  re¬ 
ceive  an  approximate  2.63-cents-a-pound 
subsidy  in  the  form  of  taxes  and  tariffs 
that  raise  the  price  every  American  con¬ 
sumer  pays  for  each  single  pound  of 
sugar  he  uses.  When  this  total  of  direct 
and  indirect  subsidy  to  a  selected  group 
of  American  agriculture  is  tabulated, 
you  will  find  that  the  American  con¬ 
sumer  is  paying  an  approximate  $400 
million  annually  to  subsidize  a  domestic 
sugar  production  that  is  now  and  always 
will  be  completely  inadequate  to  meet 
domestic  needs. 

Yet  this  bill  7030,  which  bears  the 
name  of  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
North  Carolina,  would  further  increase 
this  hidden  tax  upon  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  by  approximately  $16  million  an¬ 
nually  in  the  course  of  the  life  of  this 
bill. 

Gentlemen,  I  must  oppose  this  finan¬ 
cial  rape  of  the  American  consumer,  and 
I  would  like  to  say  in  closing  that  while, 
in  opposing  this  measure,  I  want  to  pay 
great  tribute  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  North  Carolina  in  the  fact 
that  he  was  the  author  of,  and  directed 
through  this  Congress,  a  bill  which 
would  raise  the  dairy-support  level  from 
75  to  80  percent  of  parity,  I  feel  that,  in 
supporting  that  increase,  and  I  feel  now, 
that  such  action  was  taken  in  behalf  of 
the  general  economic  prosperity  of  the 
United  States,  while  this  bill  would  only 
add  to  consumer  costs  without  aiding 
the  general  economy. 

I  feel,  in  voicing  my  opposition  to  this 
sugar  bill,  that  if  we  enact  this  measure 


we  are  simply  subsidizing  a  selected 
group  of  farmers,  not  only  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  rest  of  the  Nation’s  agri¬ 
culture,  but  also  at  direct  cost  to  the 
American  consumer  and  the  American 
taxpayer, 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  me 
to  ask  a  question  of  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  be  glad  to  have 
the  gentleman  ask  the  same  question  I 
have  in  mind. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  would  like 
to  ask  him.  He  did  not  have  time  to 
yield  to  me  a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  POAQE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman, 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  We  had  a 
little  discussion  here  a  minute  ago,  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  Dixon],  my 
close  friend — and  we  sat  together  on  the 
committee  all  through  this  sugar  bill. 
Let  me  ask  him  this  question:  Would 
the  90  percent  parity  provision  in  this 
bill  increase  or  decrease  the  support 
price  on  sugar? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  do  not  believe  it  would 
change  it. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Does  the 
gentleman  mean  he  is  not  aware  of  the 
fact  that  beet  sugar  is  now  supported  at 
93^4  percent  of  parity? 

Mr.  DIXON.  Ninety-three  percent? 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  That  is  true; 
and  if  this  provision  carries  it  will  be 
carried  at  90  cents,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  DIXON.  No;  I  do  not  think  it 
would  change. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  That  is  what 
the  language  says,  90  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
yield  further. 

I  think  it  is  absolutely .  clear  to  the 
House  that  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
has  come  before  us  opposing  a  program 
to  support  beet  sugar  at  90  percent  of 
parity  when  he  is  getting  93V2  percent 
of  parity  support  on  all  the  beet  sugar 
that  he  has  heretofore  produced.  I 
wonder  if  his  opposition  to  this  bill  is 
based  on  such  deep  principles  as  have 
been  suggested  by  some  of  the  speakers, 
or  if  the  fact  that  beet  producers  have 
heretofore  done  pretty  well  made  him 
unmindful  of  what  may  happen  in  fu¬ 
ture  years. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  glad  to  have  sugar 
get  93  V4  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Beet  sugar  is  getting 
93  ^2  percent  of  parity  and  has  been  for 
a  good  many  years.  Cane  sugar  does 
not  get  so  much. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Could  that  possibly  be 
the  reason  why  most  of  the  Republicans 
voted  originally  against  90  percent  of 
parity  for  the  midwestern  farmers  and 
other  farmers? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  cannot  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  why  the  western 
Republicans  voted  as  they  did.  I  am  not 
going  to  pass  judgment  on  why  anybody 
voted.  It  is  a  fact  that  certain  mem¬ 


bers  did  vote  against  90  percent  of  parity 
for  cotton,  peanuts,  and  for  other  com¬ 
modities.  I  know  those  same  Members 
have  been  getting  93  Va  percent  of  parity 
for  the  products  they  told  us  are  so  im¬ 
portant  to  their  area.  I  know  when  we 
propose  to  give  them  90  percent  of  parity 
in  this  bill.  Now  they  say  it  is  all  wrong. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  also  invoked  the 
law  of  supply  and  demand? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes;  but  they  have  been 
living  under  a  completely  controlled 
economy.  They  want  the  law  of  supply 
and  demand  for  everybody  else. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  would  like  to  get  this 
situation  out  in  the  open.  I  imderstood 
the  gentleman  from  Utah  was  making 
this  motion  because  those  of  you  on  the 
Democratic  side  who  wanted  a  sugar  bill, 
realizing  it  had  to  come  out,  asked  him 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Let  us  be  fair  about 
that,  Mr.  Minority  Leader.  The  gentle¬ 
man  now  occupying  the  well  has  never 
asked  anybody  to  take  this  out.  He  is 
for  it,  he  has  been  for  it  always  and  he 
is  now  for  it,  and  I  do  not  want  any 
insinuation  made  that  I  am  not  for  the 
proposal  in  this  bill.  There  has  not  been 
any  agreement  to  take  this  out. 

Mr.  MARTIN,  Well,  is  that  not  a 
fact? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No;  it  is  not  a  fact. 
Anybody  who  insinuates  that  this  pres¬ 
ent  speaker  has  ever  favored  taking  this 
out  makes  a  misstatement. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  am  not  making  any 
insinuation  about  the  present  speaker, 
but  I  say  this  gentleman  is  doing  it  be¬ 
cause  those  of  you  on  the  other  side  who 
wanted  a  sugar  bill  asked  him  to  do  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  No.  I  was  present  when 
the  gentleman  from  Utah  sat  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  voted  to  report  this  bill  out 
with  this  provision  in  it.  No;  he  is  not 
offering  this  amendment  because  some¬ 
body  on  the  other  side  asked  him  to  offer 
it.  He  offered  it  in  committee  and  it 
was  voted  down,  as  the  chairman  said, 
by  a  close  vote.  He  then  voted  for  the 
bill  with  the  amendment  in  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  What  was  the  conver¬ 
sation  up  in  the  Rules  Committee? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  was  not  present  in  the 
Rules  Committee.  I  do  not  know  a  thing 
in  the  world  about  any  conversation  in 
the  Rules  Committee.  If  the  gentleman 
knows  something  about  a  conversation 
in  the  Rules  Committee,  let  him  get  time 
and  tell  the  House  about  it.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  to  tell  this  House  some¬ 
thing,  let  him  get  time  and  tell  this 
House  what  he  understands  about  it.  I 
was  not  present  at  any  Rules  Committee 
meeting.  I  was  not  a  party  to  any  agree¬ 
ment.  I  am  for  90  percent  for  any  crop 
that  is  willing  to  submit  to  the  necessary 
controls. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  on  the 
preferential  motion  has  expired.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  HaysI. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
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the  bill  and  all  amendments  thereto  close 
in  20  minutes.  ,  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Messrs.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  MATTHEWS, 
and  JENNINGS  objected. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  the  bill  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  close  in  20  minutes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  McCarthy]. 

(Mr.  McCarthy  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m^Tks ) 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  impossible  to  make  in  1  minute  an 
adequate  statement  on  this  bill.  I  was 
a  member  of  this  committee  when  we 
extended  the  Sugar  Act  in  1951.  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  extension.  I  have  examined 
the  report  on  this  bill,  and  I  find  it  to 
be  completely  inadequate.  I  hope  to 
support  the  bill  on  final  passage.  The 
House  should  be  permitted  to  hear  the 
case  against  certain  provisions  of  this 
bill  and  amendments  should  be  offered 
with  some  order.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee  argues  that  we  should  accept 
this  bill  on  faith  as  there  is  not  sufficient 
time  for  explanation.  We  have  a  right 
to  have  an  explanation  of  the  bill.  Since 
this  is  obviously  not  going  to  be  granted 
I  will  support  a  motion  to  recommit. 
The  present  act  does  not  expire  until 
December  1956.  We  can  act  early  next 
year. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  al¬ 
lotted  me  be  yielded  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  only  point  out  to  the 
House  that  the  Committee  on  Rules  gave 
us  1  hour.  I  had  30  minutes,  and  I  ex¬ 
plained  that  it  was  impossible  within  30 
minutes  for  me  to  explain  this  bill  and 
that  the  membership,  of  necessity, 
would  have  to  take  it  on  faith. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  And  I  am  arguing 
that  they  should  not  take  it  on  faith. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Did  the  gentleman 
come  before  this  committee  that  he  used 
to  serve  on  and  that  he  has  such  a  high 
regard  for  and  express  his  views  on  this 
legislation? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  hoped  to  read  the 
hearings  to  see  what  was  going  on. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  had  1,300  pages  of 
hearings,  and  the  gentleman’s  name  does 
not  appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  McCarthy,  i  could  scarcely 
get  a  chance  to  ask  a  question  when  I 
was  a  member  of  the  committee.  I 
scarcely  expected  better  treatment  as  an 
outsider. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  is  it  not  true  that 
there  were  no  hearings  so  that  you  could 
read  them? 


Mr.  McCarthy.  That  is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  King]. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  Dixon  amendment  is 
not  accepted,  we  are  here  involved  not 
only  in  a  fight  over  the  sugar  bill,  but  a 
fight  over  the  extension  of  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program  to  include  another  crop, 
and  give  the  Government  authority  to 
pile  up  surplus  sugar  in  storage. 

Before  proceeding  further  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley],  whether  he  accepts  the  Dixon 
amendment. 

Mr.  CCX5LEY.  Do  I  accept  it? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Does  the 
gentleman  accept  it,  yes  or  no? 

Mr.  CCMJLEY.  No. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  We  pro¬ 
ceed  then  with  the  assumption  that  when 
you  vote  for  this  bill  you  are  voting  for 
an  extension  of  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  to  include  a  commodity  not  pre¬ 
viously  included  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  going  to  start  piling  up  sugar  in 
storage  and  adding  to  that  $1  million-a- 
day  rental  that  we  are  paying.  The  su¬ 
gar  program  in  itself  is  a  finely  managed 
program  for  the  sugar  interests. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  clear  up  two  or  three  points. 
First  as  to  what  was  said  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules.  I  am  prompted  to  take 
the  fioor  at  this  time  because  of  the 
question  propounded  by  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Martin]  to 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]. 
I  stated  frankly  to  the  Committee  on 
Rules  •  that  the  vote  in  the  committee 
was  15  to  15  on  this  proposition,  that  I 
had  no  authority  whatever  from  the 
committee  to  accept  the  amendment 
which  would  be  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Utah,  [Mr.  Dixon].  I  told  the 
Committee  on  Rules  that  I  understood 
the  amendment  would  be  introduced 
and  would  be  voted  upon  in  the  House. 
The  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Hill],  thereupon  said,  “Mr.  Chairmen 
and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am 
quite  certain  that  we  will  take  this  pro¬ 
vision  out  on  the  fioor  of  the  House.” 

I  am  not  now  in  a  position  to  speak 
for  the  committee.  I  still  say  that  I 
believe  that  the  provision  now  in  the  bill 
is  good.  But  if  Dr.  Dixon  does  not 
want  it  and  others  do  not  want  it,  that  is 
up  to  the  House  to  decide.  But  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  accept  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Hill]. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  happy 
to  join  our  chairman  concerning  what 
went  on  in  the  Committee  on  Rules.  I 
would  like  to  say  this  concerning  this 
argument  about  90  percent  of  parity, 
that  has  been  injected  into  the  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  floor  today,  that  that  has 
nothing  to  do  with  it  except  for  that 
little  bit  of  overproduction  that  we  would 
get  above  the  line;  because  the  gentle- 
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man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley] 
in  the  preparation  of  this  amendment 
said  that  all  the  sugar  that  was  grown 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
whatever  the  number  is,  would  not  be 
considered  anyway. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Matthews]. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
shall  be  called  upon  soon  to  vote  on  the 
Dixon  amendment,  and  I  intend  to  vote 
for  that  amendment  because  I  believe  it 
will  help  us  get  this  sugar  legislation 
that  is  desperately  needed  by  our  sugar 
growers.  I  think  it  is  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  legislation. 

I  want  to  say  a  word  in  appreciation 
of  the  magnificent  efforts  of  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  and  the  fight 
that  he  has  made  over  the  years  for  the 
great  farm  programs  of  this  country  and 
for  our  country.  I  want  him  to  know 
that  I  have  not  retreated  at  all  from  my 
convictions  concerning  90-percent  price 
support  on  basic  crops,  but  frankly,  I  feel 
that  we  ought  to  support  the  Dixon 
amendment  in  order  to  get  this  legisla¬ 
tion  passed,  and  I  shall  so  support  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Simpson]. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  merely  wish  to  say  that  at  the 
proper  time  I  am  going  to  offer  a  motion 
to  recommit. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Boggs]. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret 
the  fact  that  this  90-percent  fight  has 
occurred  on  this  bill.  Everybody  has  had 
to  compromise  on  this  legislation.  'This 
is  not  the  bill  any  of  us  really  wanted. 
Those  of  us  who  represent  the  areas  in 
distress  feel  that  it  is  not  quite  adequate. 
Nevertheless,  it  represents  a  tremendous 
amount  of  work  on  the  part  of  the 
committee. 

The  sugar  producers  have  never  had 
a  90-percent-of-parity  concept  in  this 
legislation  since  its  very  beginning.  It 
might  be  a  very  good  thing  to  have,  but 
I  doubt  that  we  can  settle  the  matter 
at  this  time. 

Further,  this  legislation  over  a  period 
of  years  has  been  bipartisan  in  natui'e. 
It  has  been  passed  by  Republican-con¬ 
trolled  Congresses  and  Democratic-con- 
trolled  Congresses.  I  hope  we  can  con¬ 
tinue  the  legislation  on  a  bipartisan 
basis,  because  it  affects  so  many  States 
in  the  Union. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Thomson]. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana.  I  know  we  are  all  interested 
in  working  effectively  to  accomplish  our 
work  and  adjourn.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  this  contraversy  on  which  we  have 
already  spent  so  much  time  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  should  be  injected  into  this  bill. 
To  bring  up  irrelevant  side  issues  causes 
us  to  appear  to  take  positions  that  I 
know  we  would  not  take  in  more  con¬ 
sidered  moments.  I  know  the  gentle- 
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man  from  Texas  would  never  be  serious 
in  complaining  about  our  small  sugar 
beet  farmers  getting  93.5  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  after  the  statements  listening  to  the 
conflicting  opinions  that  I  have  heard 
from  him  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 
We  certainly  get  confused  when  we  ti-y 
to  apply  the  same  reasoning  to  totally 
incompatible  problems.  I  think  it  is 
obvious  on  the  surface,  that  the  situation 
pertaining  to  the  principal  basic  com¬ 
modities  and  the  situation  that  pertains 
to  sugar  in  the  United  States  are  not 
comparable  for  the  simple  reaosn  that  in 
the  case  of  most  of  the  basics,  we  have  a 
surplus  raised  in  the  United  States  over 
what  is  consumed  in  the' United  States; 
whereas  in  the  case  of  sugar,  we  are 
dealing  with  a  commodity  where  our 
domestic  production  is  approximately 
one-half  of  our  consumption.  I  voted 
in  favor  of  flexible  price  supports.  Be¬ 
fore  doing  so,  I  tried  to  give  honest  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  other  proposals.  My 
vote  was  based  on  what  I  believe  to  be 
in  the  best  interest  of  the  American 
farmer  and  the  American  economy  in 
general.  I  am  confident  that  others, 
who  voted  otherwise,  to  a  large  measure, 
voted  because  of  similar  convictions.  I 
certainly  respect  the  opinions  of  those 
who  disagree  with  me,  and  only  time 
will  tell  which  of  us  is  correct.  Certainly 
this  committee  should  and  will  consider 
this  legislation  on  its  merits,  and  on  the 
basis  of  what  is  best  for  the  American 
farmer,  the  American  economy  and  the 
American  public  without  permitting  the 
legislation  to  be  prejudiced  by  side  issues. 

Let  me  state  that  my  'constituents  and 
myself  are  extremely  interested  in  a  self¬ 
ish  way  in  the  basic  crop  which  is  of 
greatest  concern.  Of  course,  I  refer  to 
wheat.  Reference  has  been  made  to  the 
livingroom  approach  in  connection  with 
the  restrictions  on  imports  by  quotas. 
If  the  approach  with  regard  to  sugar  is 
a  livingroom,  then  certainly  our  policy  as 
to  wheat,  in  which  my  constituents  are 
also  directly  interested,  and  most  of  the 
other  basic  commodities,  is  that  of  a 
closed-door  policy.  With  certain  limit¬ 
ed  exceptions,  we  permit  no  importations, 
and  this  is  as  it  should  be,  for  we  are 
raising  presently  in  the  United  States 
more  of  these  commodities  than  we  can 
consume. 

Considerable  comment  has  been  made 
about  the  awful  subsidy  attached  to  this 
program.  This,  in  my  humble  opinion, 
is  not  a  subsidy  in  the  sense  that  the 
word  is  commonly  used  in  America  to¬ 
day,  but  is  a  production  payment  made  to 
the  American  producer  in  lieu  of  tariff. 
I  think  all  of  us  must  agree  that  the 
American  producer  cannot  pay  high 
wages  or  other  high  costs  of  production, 
nor  can  we  in  America  continue  to  ad¬ 
vance  our  standard  of  living,  and  still 
compete  with  foreign  producers,  whether 
we  produce  sugar,  automobiles,  bicycles, 
textiles,  cotton,  wool,  livestock,  toys,  oil, 
coal,  or  almost  any  other  commodity  that 
you  can  think  of.  The  Sugar  Act  took 
us  from  the  high  tariffs  to  the  quota  pro¬ 
cedure,  with  payments  to  growers,  pri¬ 
marily  to  benefit  Cuba.  The  whole  sugar 
problem  is  a  tariff  problem,  and  not  a 
price-support  problem.  Just  as  a  further 


example,  some  members  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  and  myself  have  common  interest 
in  the  livestock  industry.  We  take  great 
pride  that  our  livestock  producers  have 
refused  to  seek  price  supports.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  we  were  to  suddenly  throw 
open  the  Mexican  border  and  drop  all 
barriers  to  importation  of  Argentine  beef, 
it  would  be  but  a  short  time  before  do¬ 
mestic  industry  was  completely  demora¬ 
lized.  I  can  continue  to  draw  similar 
parallels  with  other  commodities.  The 
facts  showed  that  the  sugar  program 
has  not  operated  to  the  detriment  of  the 
consumer,  but  rather  to  his  benefit. 

In  connection  with  the  problem  as  to 
basic  commodities,  may  I  also  point  out 
that  this  revision  of  the  Sugar  Act  will 
help  to  solve  some  of  the  problems  per¬ 
taining  to  acreage  cuts  on  the  basic  com¬ 
modities.  I  know  of  instances  in  my 
own  State  where  the  reason  that  some  of 
our  veterans,  who  have  been  on  projects 
for  long  enough  to  have  acquired  a  sugar 
history  since  World  War  II,  but  have  not, 
is  caused  mainly  because  they  could  grow 
certain  basic  commodities,  at  a  guaran¬ 
teed  price,  with  less  investment  and  less 
work.  By  permitting  them  to  grow 
sugar  beets  now,  we  will  ease  the  pain 
as  far  as  the  acreage  restrictions  are 
concerned  on  wheat;  not  only  on  them, 
but  on  other  wheatgrowers  in  other  dis¬ 
tricts. 

It  has  been  inferred  that  we  cannot 
ease  off  on  acreage  controls  every  time 
we  feel  a  pinch,  or  we  will  have  a  cha¬ 
otic  farm  program.  This  might  be  true 
generally,  but  we  certainly  can  increase 
the  acreage  allotments  on  sugar  when 
we  have  a  crop  which  we  do  not  domesti¬ 
cally  produce  in  surplus,  and  when  w’e 
can  do  so  without  taking  it  away  from 
anyone  else,  as  I  will  subsequently  point 
out.  I  should  also  like  to  mention  that 
during  my  short  service  in  Congress,  I 
have  had  occasion  to  vote  for  acreage 
increases  for  the  small  tobacco  producer, 
rice  producer,  cotton  farmer,  and,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  peanut  farmer,  even  though  these 
are  crops  in  which  there  is  a  domestic 
surplus.  Certainly  it  is  not  fair  to  infer 
that  there  is  no  compassion  in  our  souls 
for  others  while  we  ask  special  privileges, 
when  all  we  are  asking  is  for  a  share  in 
the  growth  of  America  for  our  sugar  pro¬ 
ducer  and  are  willing  to  give  and  pay 
higher  domestic  prices  in  order  to  main¬ 
tain  our  American  standard  of  living, 
and  so  forth,  with  regard  to  the  entire 
domestic  consumption  of  other  com¬ 
modities. 

I  was  somewhat  amazed  by  the  sweep¬ 
ing  statements  made  before  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  by  representa¬ 
tives  of  some  domestic  industries,  who 
apparently  felt  that  they  were  best  serv¬ 
ing  their  own  interests  by  suggesting 
that  everything  should  be  given  to  the 
foreign  interests.  In  connection  with 
this,  I  should  like  to  compliment  and 
thank  the  representatives  of  foreign  in¬ 
terests  other  than  Cuba  for  the  very  fair 
and  fine  statements  which  they  made.  I 
certainly  hope  that  they  shall  be  given 
favorable  consideration  for  a  greater 
share  in  the  foreign  quota.  As  concerns 
domestic  interests,  who  made  statements 
to  the  opposite  effect,  I  would  again  like 


to  point  out  that  they  cannot,  over  the 
long  haul,  compete  with  lower  labor  and 
other  production  costs  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  any  better  than  can  the  American 
sugar  producers.  Within  the  last  few 
days,  I  have  received  a  letter  from  one 
of  my  constituents  wanting  to  know  why 
he  could  not  buy  truck  tractors  from 
Canada  without  paying  a  10  percent 
duty.  I  could  very  well  use  a  new  car. 
I  might  very  well  be  driving  an  Italian 
Fiat,  or  a  German  Volkswagen,  or  a 
British  Austin,  if  we  were  to  remove  the 
10  percent  duty.  I  am  not  suggesting 
that  this  be  done,  because  I  believe  in 
preserving  the  American  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  and  protecting  the  American  worker 
and  businessman,  but  I  might  suggest 
that  the  same  consideration  be  given  our 
sugar  farmers,  laborers,  and  business¬ 
men.  I  have  some  figures  available,  if 
anyone  is  interested,  on  what  the  small 
population  in  Wyoming  alone  buys  in 
some  of  these  commodities.  Certainly 
if  our  economy  is  strong,  the  ability  of 
the  domestic  market  to  purchase  must 
be  preserved.  It  is  rather  interesting 
to  note  that  one  of  the  companies  whose 
representative  appeared  before  this 
committee  minimizing  the  importance  of 
the  domestic  producer  only  very  re¬ 
cently  contacted  me  in  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  vein.  The  State  which  I  repre¬ 
sent  was  thinking  of  going  into  a 
machine  accounting  system.  The  local 
representative  of  this  company  ap¬ 
proached  me  with  the  request  that  I 
speak  to  the  governor  about  giving  his 
company  an  opportunity  to  be  consid¬ 
ered.  At  that  time,  I  was  led  to  believe 
that  this  was  a  very  important  piece  of 
business  to  the  company  generally.  May 
I  remind  this  company  that  a  good  por¬ 
tion  of  the  taxes  that  must  be  raised  to 
pay  for  these  machines,  when  and  if  they 
are  bought,  must  come  from  Wyoming 
sugar  beet  producers  and  others  directly 
and  indirectly  connected  with  the  in¬ 
dustry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  that  we  defeat 
the  preferential  motion.  I  urge  that  we 
pass  the  Dixon  amendment.  The  de¬ 
bate  that  has  already  become  repetitious 
as  to  high  rigid,  or  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  basic  commodities  which  has 
nothing  to  do  with  this  bill.  This  is  not 
a  question  of  price  supports  paid  from 
the  Treasury  for  crops  produced  in  this 
country  in  excess  of  the  total  needs  of 
the  country.  This  is  a  tariff  problem. 
The  payment  made  is  a  production  pay¬ 
ment  in  lieu  of  tariff  under  a  system 
established  for  the  benefit  of  the  for¬ 
eign  producer.  Not  so  long  ago  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  wire  from  my  Farm  Bureau 
organization  for  which  I  have  the  high¬ 
est  regard  suggesting  that  I  should  op¬ 
pose  guaranteeing  50  percent  of  the 
shipping  to  American  ships.  I  notified 
that  I  could  not  do  that  because  of  the 
principles  in  which  I  believe.  I  believe 
that  we  must  preserve  the  American 
standard  of  living,  whether  it  be  for  our 
sailors,  who  must  support  their  families 
here  in  America,  or  it  be  for  our  sugar- 
beet  farmers  and  those  who  labor  in  our 
sugar  industry.  I  suggest  to  you  that 
the  identical  principle  involved  in  the 
shipping  amendment  is  involved  in  this 
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bill.  As  I  recall,  the  vote  in  favor  of 
protecting  American  shipping  was  al¬ 
most  unanimous.  I  suggest  to  you  that 
this  bill  should  receive  the  same  treat¬ 
ment  after  adoption  of  the  Dixon  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
PoageI 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Jennings 
and  Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri  yielded  the 
time  allotted  them  to  Mr.  Poage.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry  some  of  our  Members  seem  to  be 
so  disturbed  and  so  afraid  of  what  may 
happen  to  them.  I  am  not  afraid  of  the 
threats  that  have  been  made  here  about 
killing  the  sugar  bill.  I  do  not  think 
many  Members  would  kill  the  sugar  bill, 
least  of  all  the  very  people  who  are  mak¬ 
ing  the  threats  about  killing  it.  They 
have  no  intention  of  killing  the  sugar 
bill,  yet  they  tell  us  that  because  this 
sugar  bill  has  the  90-percent-of -parity 
provision  in  it,  that  that  endangers  the 
passage  of  the  bill  and  we  ought  to  run 
and  hide  somewhere  because  perchance 
they  will  kill  the  bill  if  we  do  not  take 
out  the  90-percent-of-parity  provision. 
If  they  are  reaUy  afraid  that  the  bill  is 
going  to  be  defeated  why  did  they  not 
accept  it  as  reported  by  the  committee? 
I  submit  these  people  who  claim  to  be 
so  deeply  concerned  are  the  ones  who 
were  willing  to  jeopardize  the  bill  with 
an  amendment. 

Let  us  see  what  this  90-percent-of- 
parity  does.  It  is  put  in  the  bill  simply 
because  many  of  us  thought  that  we 
ought  to  give  to  sugar  as  fair  treatment 
as  we  give  to  any  other  commodity.  We 
do  not  want  to  discriminate  against 
sugar.  We  hate  to  see  discrimination 
in  favor  of  sugar.  We  think  it  ought  to 
be  treated  as  fairly  as  cotton,  peanuts, 
wheat,  or  tobacco.  Ninety  percent,  yes, 
that  is  a  fair  basis.  We  ask  it  for  our 
commodities.  We  offer  it  to  others. 

This  90-percent-of-parity  provision 
does  a  whole  lot  more  than  simply  estab¬ 
lish  the  principle.  Some  people  seem  to 
think  it  simply  establishes  the  principle, 
but  that  is  far  from  all  it  does.  We  are 
taking  care  of  the  State  of  Florida  with 
this  90  percent  provision.  We  are  taking 
care  of  the  State  of  Louisiana.  Those 
States  have  now  a  surplus  of  sugar.  The 
Representatives  from  Florida  stood  on 
this  floor  and  told  you  that.  They  can¬ 
not  sell.  It  is  grown  on  allotted  acres. 
You  pass  this  bill  without  this  90-percent 
provision  and  you  still  are  going  to  have 
a  surplus  and  your  farmers  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  be  able  to  dispose  of  their  sugar 
this  coming  year. 

You  pass  this  legislation  with  this 
provision  in  it  and  every  pound  of  sugar 
you  grow  on  allotted  acres  by  your 
farmers  will  get  90  percent  of  parity,  not 
only  this  year  but  in  the  future.  Turn 
to  California.  You  have  at  least  one 
mill  shut  down  in  California  right  this 
moment  because  they  cannot  sell  their 
supply  of  sugar.  Pass  this  bill  with  the 
90-percent  provision  in  it  and  every  bit 
of  that  sugar  will  be  taken  up  and  the 
farmers  of  California  will  be  able  to  get 
contracts  and  sell  their  sugar  this  com¬ 
ing  year  and  in  future  years. 

It  is  simple  enough.  Do  you  want  a 
bill  that  is  going  to  take  care  of  all  the 


farmers  of  America?  There  is  not  one 
sugar  farmer  in  my  district  and  not  one 
of  them  in  my  State.  But,  I  do  want  to 
be  fair  with  them.  If  you  want  to  run 
out  on  your  own  farmers,  that  is  your 
privilege.  Remember,  they  are  your 
farmers  and  not  mine.  But  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  if  they  were  my  farmers,  I 
would  be  trying  to  see  that  they  get  the 
kind  of  coverage  that  the  cotton  farmer 
gets.  I  would  be  trying  to  see  that  they 
get  the  same  fair  treatment  that  the 
tobacco  farmers  get.  I  would  be  trying 
to  see  that  they  had  an  opportunity  to 
dispose  of  their  surplus  sugar,  and  this 
bill,  as  it  is  now  written,  gives  them  that. 
This  bill  as  it  stands  offers  that  protec¬ 
tion.  If  this  amendment  is  carried  there 
will  be  no  sale  for  their  surplus  sugar. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Dawson  of  Utah,  the  time  allotted 
to  him  was  granted  to  Mr.  Dixon.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Dixon]  . 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  argued  this  90 -percent  idea  on  the 
basis  of  analogy.  This  form  of  argument 
is  only  fair  where  the  situations  are  sim¬ 
ilar  but  where  they  are  entirely  differ¬ 
ent,  it  is  the  weakest  form  of  argument. 
Sugar  is  nothing  like  wheat,  cotton,  and 
rice.  Wheat,  cotton,  and  rice  are  pro¬ 
duced  in  surplus.  We  produce  more  than 
we  can  consume.  Sugar,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  not  produced  in  surplus.  We 
must  buy  and  import  3,800,000  tons  each 
year  or  47  percent  of  what  we  consume. 
Our  domestic  producers  need  an  addi¬ 
tional  quota  of  100,000  to  188,000  tons. 
Instead  of  placing  this  under  loan,  hav¬ 
ing  it  pass  into  Government  hands  at 
great  cost  and  having  it  depress  our 
market,  as  section  20  would  have  us  do, 
all  we  need  to  do  is  to  import  that  much 
less  sugar  from  foreign  countries  and  our 
troubles  are  over. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  leaders  of  both 
the  beet  and  cane  producers  just  testified 
that  section  20  is  not  necessary  and  that 
they  have  no  objection  to  taking  it  out. 
Even  our  esteemed  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  testified  to  the 
same  effect.  Why  then  should  we  not 
support  my  amendment  and  delete  sec¬ 
tion  20? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr, 
Hays]. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Dixon]  four  questions  which 
he  can  answer  by  saying  yes  or  no. 

First.  Is  wool  an  important  commodity 
in  Utah? 

The  answer  is  “Yes” — I  will  answer 
for  the  gentleman  from  Utah. 

Second.  Sugar  is  an  important  com¬ 
modity  in  Utah.  Since  you  do  not  seem 
to  want  to  answer  the  question,  I  will 
answer  that  that  is  true. 

Third.  Wool  is  supported  by  105  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  Sugar  by  93  percent  of 
parity. 

Now  I  come  to  the  $64  question:  Has 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  from  Utah 
ever  said  anything  about  cutting  them 
below  90  percent  of  parity? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Harrison]. 
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Mr.  HARRISON  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  support  this  legis¬ 
lation  since  the  amendments  have  been 
offered,  and  evidently  will  be  passed.  I 
want  to  make  it  as  simple  as  I  can.  It 
seems  to  me  we  have  been  talking  about 
a  complicated  situation.  We  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  135,000  tons  of  sugar  each 
year,  and  that  is  the  increased  consump¬ 
tion  in  this  country  created  by  the  in¬ 
crease  in  population.  At  the  present 
time,  Cuba  is  getting  that  increased  con¬ 
sumption  in  this  particular  bill.  Now 
we  are  going  to  take  it  away  from 
Cuba.  I  think  if  we  wanted  to  be  fair 
we  would  give  it  to  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers.  The  reason  the  bill  is  before  us 
at  the  present  time  is  because  our  do¬ 
mestic  producers  are  in  trouble.  Since 
we  are  trying  to  take  care  of  them.  I  do 
not  think  we  have  gone  near  far  enough 
to  take  care  of  our  domestic  producers. 
I  was  in  Washington  last  winter.  They 
have  1,200,000  acres  of  land  coming  into 
production  out  there  and  they  want  to 
raise  some  sugar  beets.  I  say  that  we 
should  go  further  in  taking  care  of  our 
domestic  producers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
received  many  letters  in  the  last  few 
weeks  from  many  areas  in  the  State  of 
Florida.  There  has  been  considerable 
concern  shown  over  the  surplus  cane- 
sugar  condition  that  exists  in  my  State, 
in  which  I  am  very  much  interested. 

I  am  pleased  that  on  page  7  of  the  re¬ 
port  that  the  matter  of  surplus  has  been 
at  least  partially  worked  out  and  that  it 
has  been  agreed  that  100,000  tons  will  be 
purchased  this  year  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  through  ICA  to  help  alleviate  that 
situation. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  committee 
on  the  manner  in  which  it  has  attempted 
to  work  out  and  compromise  this 
problem. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Johnson]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  been  familiar  with  this 
program  for  13  years,  and  the  program 
itself  has  been  in  effect  for  21  years. 
The  proof  of  the  pudding  is  that  it  has 
stabilized  the  price  of  sugar. 

I  may  be  pardoned,  I  hope,  by  telling 
you  my  own  experience  with  the  cost  of 
sugar.  I  was  married  in  1920.  My  wife 
and  I  started  housekeeping  in  May  1920. 
My  bride  was  shocked  when  she  went  to 
the  grocery  store  to  buy  some  sugar  and 
to  be  confronted  with  the  statement  of 
the  clerk  that  the  cost  was  32  cents  a 
pound.  I  merely  mention  this  personal 
experience  because  it  illustrates  what 
could  happen  to  sugar  when  the  price  is 
not  controlled 

In  1934  the  first  sugar  act  was  passed. 
Since  that  time  the  price  has  not  varied 
very  much.  For  the  past  10  years  it  has 
varied  from  8  to  10  cents  a  pound.  Every 
home  will  be  benefited  by  this  legislation. 

In  my  district  are  now  two  sugar  re¬ 
fineries.  In  the  district  I  first  repre¬ 
sented — Third  of  California — I  had  four 
sugar  refineries.  The  sugar  made  in 
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those  refineries  was  beet  sugar.  The 
sugar  industry  in  my  district  is  a  large 
industry.  I  am  proud  of  the  beet  grow¬ 
ers  and  those  who  operate  the  refiner¬ 
ies  and  have  supported  their  program 
during  my  entire  service  in  Congress, 
and  expect  to  continue  to  do  so  as  long 
as  I  am  a  Member  of  Congress. 

This  bill  is  a  most  constructive  bill, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  will  pass. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
program  which  has  been  in  effect  for  21 
years.  I  do  not  think  we  have  had  any 
farm  program  that  has  been  as  success¬ 
ful  as  the  sugar  program.  It  has  oper¬ 
ated  under  a  price  formula  which  was 
entirely  different  from  the  90-percent 
support  provision  which  relates  to  the 
basic  commodities. 

To  adopt  the  90 -percent  amendment 
would  not  have  any  effect  that  I  can 
see  upon  this  legislation  because  we  still 
leave  in  the  bill  section  201,  which  is  the 
pricing  formula  of  this  legislation.  It 
would  be  just  as  necessary  and  just  as 
cumbersome  I  think  to  leave  this  90 -per¬ 
cent  formula  in  the  bill  as  it  would  be 
to  put  a  fifth  wheel  on  an  automobile;  it 
is  not  needed:  there  is  no  justification 
for  it,  and  I  think  we  ought  to  vote  it 
down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hagen]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  who  in  my 
opinion  are  two  of  the  most  outstanding 
members  of  this  body. 

I  want  to  say  first  that  the  concept  of 
90  percent  of  parity  is  embedded  in  the 
whole  structure  of  the  supporting  laws, 
and  very  little  expert  testimony  was 
taken  on  this  concept  of  90  percent  of 
parity  applied  to  sugar.  It  was  very 
hastily  considered  and,  in  my  opinion, 
for  that  reason  the  Dixon  amendment 
should  be  adopted. 

Furthermore  I  want  to  say  the  basic 
impact  of  this  bill  is  the  question  which 
you  have  of  subsidized  sugar.  Are  you 
going  to  permit  the  nonproducer  to 
secure  a  larger  share  of  the  subsidy,  or 
are  you  going  to  let  that  subsidy  go  in¬ 
creasingly  abroad?  That  is  the  basic 
question  in  this  biU.  Certainly  we  are 
all  agreed  that  our  United  States  pro¬ 
ducers  are  entitled  to  a  fair  share  of  that 
subsidy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired, 
all  time  on  this  amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Dixon],  to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Morano) 
there  were — ayes  123,  noes  37. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  amendment  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment  as 
amended  was  agreed  to. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Sikes,  (Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Reso¬ 
lution  328,  he  reported  this  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
a  separate  vote  on  the  Dixon  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
want  a  division? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  suggest  to  the  Chair 
that  we  have  gone  beyond  the  point 
where  he  may  ask  for  a  separate  vote. 

The  SPEAKER.  Well,  the  Chair  will 
be  liberal  with  Members.  Does  the 
gentleman  ask  for  a  division? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for  a 
separate  vote  on  the  Dixon  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  exactly  what 
the  Chair  put. 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  were  three 
amendments  adopted. 

Mr.  C(X)LEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  was  not 
the  Dixon  amendment,  and  the  other 
amendments,  amendments  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment?  In  that  situation 
can  we  have  a  separate  vote  on  either 
one  of  the  amendments  without  having  a 
vote  on  the  committee  amendment? 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  any¬ 
one  may  demand  a  separate  vote  on  the 
whole  amendment  or  on  an  amendment 
to  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
like  to  differ  with  the  Speaker,  but  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  in  my 
opinion,  is  correct  in  the  statement  that 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Utah  is  an  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment,  and,  therefore,  all  we  have 
before  us  is  the  committee  amendment, 
as  amended. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  would  like 
to  read  part  of  the  rule  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  It  states : 

The  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any 
Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the 
House  on  any  of  the  amendments  adopted  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or 
committee  substitute. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Utah  is  an  amendment  adopted  in 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  substitute. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
amendment  disappeared  when  we 
adopted  the  committee  amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Well,  that  is  what 
the  special  rule  provides. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  special  rules  are 
getting  awfully  tough  around  here. 


The  SPEAKER.  They  are  not  any 
tougher  than  the  job  of  the  present  occu¬ 
pant  of  the  Chair. 

The  question  is  on  the  so-called  Dixon 
amendment,  which  the  Clerk  will  report. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dixon  of  Utah 
to  the  committee  amendment:  On  page  22, 
line  20,  strike  out  all  of  section  20  of  the 
bill  and  renumber  the  succeeding  sections. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAICER.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  substitute  as  amended. 

The  committee  substitute,  as  amended, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois.  I  am,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Simpson  of  Illinois  moves  that  the  bill, 
H.  R.  7030,  be  recommitted  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Jones  of  Mis¬ 
souri)  there  were — ayes  194,  nays  44. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
.  table. 


\GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unannnous  consent  that  all  Members  de¬ 
siring  \d  do  so  may  have  5  legislative 
days  to  n^ise  and  extend  their  remarks. 

The  SPj^KER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requestiff  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  \ 

There  was  nW  objection. 


JANE  EDITO  THOMAS 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  foe  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bilP^.  R.  7588)  for 
the  relief  of  Jane  Edith  dniimmas. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  dif  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  d^nection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fi?^  Penn¬ 
sylvania?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  theVJlerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 
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Be  iKenacted,  etc..  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Intoigratlon  and  Nationality  Act.  Jane 
Edith  Thomas  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  beSa  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of  the 
date  of  the  emmtment  of  this  act,  upon  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  rewired  visa  fee. 

With  the  foiling  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

strike  out  all  afterXhe  enacting  clause  and 
Insert:  ‘‘That  section  (a)  (7)  of  the  Im¬ 
migration  and  Nationality  Act,  commonly  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  McCarraiVrWalter  Act,  shall 
be  held  and  considered  to\be  applicable  to 
Jane  Edith  Thomas,  the  daWhter  of  Leslie 
P.  Thomas,  a  United  States  cifeen.” 

(Mr.  SCHENCK  asked  and\was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SCHENCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  ^week 
ago  last  Thursday,  on  July  21,  the  i^y- 
ton  Daily  News,  of  Dayton,  Ohio,  broi^t 
a  matter  to  my  attention  that  has  sinf 
received  almost  nationwide  publicit; 
through  the  wire  services,  newspapers, 
radio  stations,  and  television  stations. 
This  has  happened  because  of  the  nat¬ 
ural  interest  and  concern  by  people 
everywhere  in  matters  which  affect  small 
children,  and  also  because  of  the  circum¬ 
stances  surrounding  this  situation.  As  a 
result,  I  have  received  many  letters,  tele¬ 
grams,  and  personal  messages  urging  me 
to  take  every  necessary  corrective  and 
proper  step  to  resolve  this  problem. 

Here,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  resume  of  what 
has  happened  to  cause  such  warm¬ 
hearted  concern. 

Leslie  Francis  Thomas  was  born  in 
Russell,  Ky.,  in  1931.  He  became  a  sol¬ 
dier  and  was  sent  overseas.  In  1950, 
while  stationed  in  the  then  free  city  of 
Trieste,  he  married  an  Italian  girl.  A 
year  later,  their  daughter,  Janie,  was 
born  in  a  United  States  Army  hospital  in 
Trieste.  Mr.  and  Mr.  Thomas  were  told 
that  their  daughter  would  be  an  Ameri¬ 
can  citizen  because  her  father  had  been 
born  and  raised  in  the  United  States  and 
also  because  his  daughter  was  born  in  a 
United  States  Army  hospital  over  which 
the  flag  of  United  States  was  flown. 
This,  it  sems,  was  further  confirmed  be¬ 
cause  when  Thomas  was  returned  to  the 
United  States,  in  March  1952,  he  brought 
his  wife  and  daughter,  Janie,  carrying 
an  American  passport  issued  by  thj 
American  consul  in  Venice,  Italy. 

Mr.  Thomas  was  mustered  out, y6ut 
reenlisted  and  was  assigned  to  Foi^Dix, 
N,  J.  In  June  1952  he  received  ^letter 
from  the  United  States  consul/m  Ven¬ 
ice  which  stated  in  part: 

At  the  time  of  the  birth  o^Jane  Edith 
Thomas,  you  had  not  residedym  the  United 
States  for  a  period  sufficieiyr  to  bring  your 
case  under  the  provisions  of  section  201  (G) 
of  the  Nationality  Act  of 

The  letter  went  oet  to  say  that  “the 
already  issued  pas^jiJort  is  disapproved’’ 
and  explained  thi 

Section  201  provides  that  children 

born  overseas  t(^n  American  citizen  and  a 
foreign  natio^  are  automatically  United 
States  cltlzer^  if  the  American  parent  has 
had  10  ye^  of  residence  in  the  United 
States,  at  ICast  5  of  which  were  after  attain¬ 
ing  the  ^e  of  16  years, 

Pr^te  Thomas  had  not  lived  in  the 
United  States  5  years  after  becoming  16 


years  of  age  because  he  was  just  20  years 
old  when  Janie  was  born. 

All  of  this  didn’t  make  sense  to  Private 
Thomas  and  he  ignored  the  letter.  After 
all,  he  was  a  bona  fide  American  citizen, 
he  had  served  in  the  United  States  Army 
and  he  had  reenlisted  all  because  of  his 
devotion  to  his  country.  He  just  could 
not  make  himself  believe  that  a  respon¬ 
sible  official  of  our  Government  would 
raise  such  a  technical  point  against  the 
citizenship  of  his  daughter  and  against 
the  properness  of  her  remaining  in  the 
United  States.  He  thought  American 
Immigration  and  State  Department  of¬ 
ficials  had  more  important  duties  and 
that  they  would  not  become  overly  con¬ 
cerned  about  his  baby  daughter.  But 
he  did  not  reckon  with  the  great  lengths 
to  which  some  will  go  to  observe  every 
little  technicality. 

Private  'Thomas  was  sent  overseas 
again  in  September  1952 — this  time  to 
Germany.  His  wife  and  baby  daughter, 
[anie,  went  to  New  York  to  live  with  rela¬ 
tes  to  await  his  return  from  overseas 
duiy.  Thirteen  months  later  his  wife 
sentVhim  the  frantic  word: 

Janih  had  been  served  with  a  warrant  U 
arrest  a\.an  alien  and  ordered  to  appear  yc  a 
deportatl^  hearing  on  November  5,  ID^B,  at 
Ellis  Islanc 

At  the  hiring  their  little  t^-year- 
old  daughtei\w'as  charged  w^  illegal 
entry  and  waK  paroled  to  Mr  mother 
who  became  a  ^turalized yCitizen  soon 
thereafter.  The  mendly  American  Red 
Cross  had  assisted^rs.^homas  by  se¬ 
curing  the  assignmeny  of  an  attorney 
to  help  her  in  this  vei^trying  time. 

The  entire  matty  w^  then  held  in 
abeyance  until  Pri^te  Ti^mas  returned 
to  the  United  St^s  in  Junkl954.  After 
his  discharge  fr^  the  Army^he  and  his 
family  moved  J!o  Dayton,  Ohi\^which  is 
located  in  tM  Third  Congressi^al  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Oh^  Mr.  Thomas  was  t^  that 
he  could  yfiie  Janie  to  Canada  and\;puld 
bring  back  on  an  “immigrant  ^a’’ 
and,  QC  course,  he  has  had  to  m^e 
monMy  parole  reports  on  Janie.  He  w^ 
als^dvised  that  he  had  until  September 
3(y  1955,  to  complete  arrangements  to 
ive  Janie  readmitted  to  the  United 
States  on  an  immigrant  visa.  Naturally, 
Mr.  Thomas  resented  all  this  deeply  be¬ 
cause  he  felt  all  this  reflected  upon  his 
baby  daughter,  Janie,  and  Mrs.  Thomas, 
a  recently  naturalized  citizen  of  her 
chosen  country,  and  could  not  under¬ 
stand  how  the  laws  of  our  Nation  would 
make  such  a  seemingly  unnecessaiy  de¬ 
mand  upon  them. 

When  I  learned  this  story,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  was  deeply  concerned  and  determined 
to  do  all  I  could  properly  do  to  assist 
this  little  girl  and  her  family  in  this 
problem. 

I  found  the  Immigration  and  State 
Department  officials  both  friendly  and 
cooperative.  They  were  willing  to  do 
anything  they  properly  could  within  the 
scope  of  their  authority  to  assist  the 
Thomas  family.  They  suggested  that  ar¬ 
rangements  could  be  completed  in  ad¬ 
vance  with  the  friendly  cooperation  of 
Canadian  officials  so  that  Janie  could 
be  taken  into  Canada  and  immediately 
admitted  back  into  the  United  States 
on  an  “immigrant  visa.”  This,  it  was 


stated,  however,  still  left  the  citizens!: 
of  Janie  undertermined  until  she  cc 
pleted  the  necessary  arrangement  to 
become  a  citizen  of  the  United  Sta^s. 

Mr.  Thomas,  however,  had  Several 
objections  to  that  procedure./He  felt 
that  it  was  entirely  unnecessa^  and  he 
still  had  faith  and  confid^ce  in  his 
native  United  States  thaY  some  other 
and  better  way  would  be  f^imd.  He  also, 
as  an  industrial  wo^er,  felt,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  he  could4iot  afford  to  lose 
the  time  from  his  ^ork  or  spend  the 
money  necessary  fjn  the  trip  especially 
in  view  of  his  amicipated  expenses  in 
connection  witljAhe  expected  arrival  of 
another  child^ 

Upon  studying  the  matter  with  earnest 
care,  Mr.  ^eaker,  and  talking  it  over 
fully  withiny  good  friend  and  colleague, 
the  disti^uished  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvan^  Congressman  Francis  Walter, 
I  found  there  is  another  and  proper  way. 

I  ydeed  not  remind  the  Members  of 
Congress,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  our  col¬ 
logue,  Congressman  Walter,  is  well  rec¬ 
ognized  among  us  as  the  outstanding 
authority  and  expert  on  all  matters  of 
immigration  and  that  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Immigration  of  the 
House  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  he 
is  always  ready  and  willing  to  be  of  every 
proper  assistance.  Neither  do  I  need  to 
remind  our  colleagues,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
Congressman  Walter  takes  a  warm¬ 
hearted  interest  in  the  problems  of  his 
colleagues  and  is  always  very  helpful. 

As  the  result  of  our  discussion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  introduced  H.  R.  7588,  a  bill 
for  the  relief  of  Jane  Edith  Thomas,  on 
Monday,  July  25,  1955.  Because  of  his 
deep  interest  and  desire  to  be  helpful, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Congressman  Walter  ob¬ 
tained  the  approval  of  not  only  his  sub¬ 
committee  but  also  the  approval  of  the 
full  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  after 
the  bill  was  properly  amended  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  July  28.  Then  through  the  helpful 
considei-ation  of  my  good  friend,  the 
majority  leader.  Congressman  John  Mc¬ 
Cormack,  and  with  your  gracious  per¬ 
mission,  Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R.  7588  appears 
^today  on  the  final  Private  Calendar  of 
lis  session  of  the  House.  It  is  my  sin- 
hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  legis- 
latnm  to  assist  Janie  Thomas  will  be 
unanijmously  approved  at  this  time  so 
that  i\can  be  presented  to  the  Senate 
immedi^ely  in  the  sincere  hope  that  it 
will  also  ae  approved  in  that  body  with¬ 
out  delay.  \^his  will  make  a  veteran  of 
our  United  Mates  Army,  Leslie  Thomas, 
his  wife,  theirsdaughter,  their  Congress¬ 
man,  and  nWny  interested  people 
throughout  the  lotion  happy  and  con¬ 
vinced  all  over  a^n  that  these  United 
States  is  the  greate^Nation  in  the  world 
and  that  it  does  haro  a  heart  that  is 
warm  toward  the  needApf  its  people.  It 
will  renew  the  faith  oNpeople,  if  that 
is  at  all  necessary,  becaii^  it  will  show 
to  the  world  that  even  ii^he  rush  of 
the  final  hours  of  a  session  &  Congress, 
we  can  and  will  take  the  timk^to  be  of 
human  service. 

I  cannot  close  these  commerJVs,  Mr, 
Speaker,  without  pointing  out  wL  my 
colleagues  here  and  the  Nation  a 
whole,  that  this  trying  situation  ca^e 
about  as  the  result  of  a  provision  in  t! 
Nationality  Act  of  1940.  It  was 
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FOSffiSTS,  Sen*  Go3.dwater  spoke  in  support  of  S«  55 ^  to  authorize  the  USDA 


act 


^ire  certain  forest  lands  from  the  Aztec  Land  k  Cattle  Co*  He  suggt 


5  ted 


thatycertain  lobbying  activities  of  the  National  Lumber  I'fennfaoturers  ^socia- 
tion  w^e  preventing  favorable  action  on  the  bill  by  the  House,  and  j^erted 

severalyletters  from  interested  parties  supporting  that  contention  ^n*  lOSl}!;.- 
o)* 

18*  RESEARCH*  Smith,  N.  J*,  inserted  a  newspaper  article  by  Dry^A.  T«  TJaterman 

commenting  fa^^ably  on  efforts  by  the  Government  and  private  ymdustry  to 
expand  the  educ^ional  facilities  for  students  interested  in  >^ience  (pp< 

ioei+7-8)*  ^ 


19^ 


BUDGET*  Sen*  Goldwa^Ver  inserted  a  table  detailing  the  bu( 
deficits  of  Congress^from  15i4.6  to  1955  (pp.  108i.j.9-5l) 


!;et  surpluses  and 


.AJki 


20  c 


SUGAR*  Sen*  Fulbright  objected  to  consideration  of  H.  R*  703O#  "the  sugar  bill, 

upon  its  second  reading  because  it  was  believed  that  the  importance  of  the  bill 
would  seem  to  warrant  greater  consideration  than  tfie  closing  hours  of  the 
session  would  permit*  Sen*  Thye  rejoined  that  the  legislation  was  needed  for 
emergency  matters  (op*  10851-2,  10877) «>  Sen-,  Long  served  notice  that  he  would 
ask  for  a  suspension  of  the  rules  in  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  705O,  without 
reference  of  the  bill  to  the  Senate  Finance  Comraitteej  and  Sen*  Douglas  ques¬ 
tioned  the  propriety  of  that  procedure  (pp*  10920-1)*  Sen*  Long  submitted  an 
amendment  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  H.  R.  7030,  and  it  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
(p*  1^48)*  _  _ 

The  Finance  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  S.  1535/  "to  amend  and 

extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19^4-8,  after  striking  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
substituting  the  language  of  H.  R*  7^30,  v/ith  the  follomng  changes:  "The 
formula  for  future  grov.^th  to  be  55  percent  for  domestic  and  percent  for 
foreign;  the  foreign  quota  to  be  divided  on  basis  of  60  percent  to  Cuba  and  ij.0 
percent  to  be  divided  among  full-duty  countries  proportionately  on  basis  of 
their  sales  of  sugar  in  U.  S.  market  during  last  li.  years;  benchmark  to  be 
8,300,000  tons;  and  a  6- year  extension  in  lieu  of  1+  years." 

HOUSING*  Received  and  agre^  to  the  conference  repor\  on  S.  2126,  the  housing 
bill  (pp*  10906-11)©  The^onferees  agreed  to  continuOTion  of  the  present  farm- 
!  housing  program  throughj^e  fiscal  year  1956,  mth  J]|ill^Smillion  available  for 

direct  loans,  to  prevent  defaults  in  payments  on  loans  f^  potentially  adequate 
farms  and  for  the  imp^vement  and  repair  of  farms* 

22*  FORESTRY  CONSERVATHW*  Sen*  Clements  inserted  the  remarks  of  NSens*  George  and 
j'iagnuson  on  the  ra^ctices  of  conservation  by  private  industry,Nfche  U*  S.  Forest 
,  Service,  and  St^e  agencies*  Sen*  Magnuson  commended  the  activiT^es  of  the 

Rayonier  CorpoBution  in  the  field  of  conservation  and  suggested  triat  conserva¬ 
tion  should  construed  to  mean  adequate  and  planned  utilization  o\  forests 
and  forest  ^oducts  (pp.  10929-31) 

23*  ECONOI'ECC  D^^LOPIffiNT ,  Sen.  Watkins  inserted  two  articles  prepared  by  hiih^elf 
citing  ■^e  achievements  of  the  U.  S.  economy  in  the  second  nuarter  of  19^ 

(pp*  ip938-i4.1)« 

2I4.*  EXTEl^ION  WORK*  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S,  2098,  to  authorize  spe^ 
al>4ppropriations  for  extension  work  among  low-income  farmers  (pp*  10883-1}-)  • 
iis  bill  will  novr  be  sent  to  the  President* 


ue 


[PERIllENT  stations.  Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S»  1759^  to  consolidate^ 
sSithorization  legislation  regarding  aid  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations  (p.  1088i.|.).  This  bill  xvill  now  be  sent  to  the  "^resident. 

JlARKET^iJG.  Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S*  1757 ^  "to  amend  the  Agric\^tural, 
liarketrng  Act  of  19^6  so  as  to  remove  any  question  ^vhich  may  have  resumed 
from  a  change  in  aoprooriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of  polities 
for  forge^  of  inspection  certificates  covering  agricultural  commodycies,  and 
id  tighten  provisions  for  such  penalties  (p.  10881:.),  Tins  bill 
sent  to  the  President, 


to  expand 
will  nov^  be 


I 


le  President. 

increase  the  annuity  benefits  of 
‘i^rst  01j5OO  and  Q%  thereafter  up  to 
'eases  until  they  end  on  Dec,  31 > 


27.  FARM  LDiiNS,  Coiicurred  in  House  amendments  to  S,  l621,  to  autho/4ze  adjustment 

by  the  Secretary\of  Agriculture  of  certain  obligations  of  se'^lers  on  projects 
developed  under  o\  subject  to  the  ‘'■iheeler-Case  Act  of  1939  i/v*  10882 )»  This 
bill  m  11  no'.’^r  be  sei^  to  the  Presidents 

28,  PERSONNEL,  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  reoort/^n  S.  lOli-l,  to  provide 

for  the  inclusion  in  tnh  computation  of  accredited  se^ioe  of  certain  periods 
of  service  rendered  Stat^  (p,  10913),  House  and  Sen^e  conferees  had  been 
appointed  earlier  in  the  ^y  (pp,  10877>  IIOO5),  T)w  conferees  agreed  to  th 
House  amendments  to  the  bil 

Concurred  in  House  amen^knents  to  S.  18U9»  provide  for  the  grant  of 
career-conditional  and  career '^pointments  in  the  competitive  civil  service 
to  indefinite  employees  viio  premously  oualifLed  for  competitive  appointment 
(pp.  10882-3).  This  bill  I’dll  n^  be  sent  t^the  President, 

Concurred  in  House  anendments^^o  S,  to  amend  the  Federal  Enployees 

V  Group  Life  Insurance  Act  of  195U  soNas  to ^^thorize  the  asaamption  of  the  in¬ 
surance  obligations  of  any  nonprof it Association  of  Federal  employees  (p, 
10832),  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  7^18 
retired  Federal  employees  by  12^  on  the 
Oi+^OOO,  with  a  gradual  reduction  iryxhe  in 

1957  (pp,  10853,  10902,  10912,  10^-6). 

Agreed  to  the  conference  reyort  on  H.  R.\i4.0i|.8,  making  recommendations  to 
the  States  for  legislation  to  p/rmit  and  assis\ Federal  personnel  to  vote  (pp. 

10899,  10901-5),  /  \  0/ 

S.  2628,  the  executiv^pay  bill,  provides  as 
committee : 

■laries  for  various  off icials\  including:  Secretary 

of  Office  of  Defense  Mobilization,  aid  Director  of 
mini  strati  ve  Assistants  to  the ''Resident,  and  Comp- 
Administrator  of  Veterans’  AffsA'S,  v22,000j  3 
to  the  President,  Under  Secretar\of  Agriculture, 
Services,  Director  of  InternationaIVCooperation  Ad- 
or  of  Federal  Civil  Defense  AdminisiA^tion,  and  Gover- 
stant  Comptroller  General,  Deputy  Dir^tor  of  Budget 
Service  Commission,  and  members  of  Cou^pil  Econom- 
dministrative  Assistants  and  staff  assisAnts  to  the 
cretaries  of  Agriculture,  Fiscal  Assistant^Secretary 
(other  than  chairman)  of  Civil  Service  Conmu^sion, 
General  Services,  Archivist,  Administrator  oAProduc- 
stration,  Adminostrator  of  REA,  Public  PrinteX  } 

ch  Assistant  Director  of  Budget  Bureau  (2),  Dii^^tor 
ation,  and  General  Counsel  (or  other  comparable  off i- 
reqiired  to  bo  appointed  by  the  'resident,  .,20,0^ 
upply  Service,  Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings  Ser 


)llo\Ts  as  reported  by  the 


PROPOSED  SUGAR  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  House  has  passed 
H.  R.  7030,  proposing  new  legislation 
j  with  respect  to  sugar.  I  merely  wish  to 
state  that  I  shall  object  to  the  second 
reading  of  the  bill  today. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  informed  that  the  bill  has  not 
yet  been  received  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  the  Record 
to  show  that  I  shall  object,  and  I  wish  to 
make  it  perfectly  clear  to  the  managers 
of  the  bill  that  I  wish  to  be  notified,  if 
I  happen  to  be  in  conference,  before  the 
bill  is  laid  before  the  Senate.  I  want 
the  Record  and  the  managers  to  be  on 
notice  that  I  shall  object  and  that  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  be  notified  before  the  bill  is  laid 
down.  It  is  H.  R.  7030,  the  sugar  bill. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  feel  that  no  legislation  should 
be  enacted  at  this  session  of  Congress 
relating  to  sugar  acreage  quotas  for  the 
,  future,  and  with  respect  to  quotas  for 
}  other  sugar-producing  countries? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  present  act 
does  not  lapse  until  December  1956.  I 
object  to  bringing  before  the  Senate  a 
bill  on  the  subject  at  the  last  minute. 
The  sponsors  of  the  proposed  legislation 
have  had  6  months  to  work  out  this  mat¬ 
ter.  I  object  to  the  bill  being  taken  up 
at  the  last  minute,  without  any  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  debate. 

I  am  informed  that  the  bill  would  sub¬ 
stantially  change  all  quotas,  and  would 
increase  the  domestic  quota.  If  action 
is  taken  on  the  bill,  it  will  be  done  with¬ 
out  adequate  consideration.  It  was 
passed  only  Saturday  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  do  not  believe  it 
should  be  passed  by  the  Senate  under 
such  circumstances.  The  sponsors  of 
the  bill  have  had  all  of  this  session  to 
bring  it  up,  if  they  had  wished  to  do  so. 
It  should  not  be  passed  now  without  any 
discussion. 

I  shall  object  to  the  bill.  I  objected 
to  the  enactment  of  the  present  law. 
One  reason  for  my  objection  is  that  it 
is  quite  unfair  to  the  other  agricultural 
commodities  to  pick  out  this  one  com¬ 
modity  and  confer  upon  it’s  benefits 


which  certainly  very  seriously  affect  rice, 
for  example.  The  proposal  is  to  impose 
a  special  sales  tax  for  the  benefit  of  sugar 
alone,  primarily  for  the  benefit  of  the 
beet-sugar  industry,  because  that  is  the 
industry  which  is  uneconomic  and  needs 
support  more  than  any  other. 

I  believe  the  question  ought  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  connection  with  the  general 
agricultural  program.  Many  commodi¬ 
ties  in  this  country  need  special  protec¬ 
tion.  Any  program  for  sugar  should  be 
a  part  of  an  overall  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram,  not  a  special  program. 

I  certainly  cannot  accept  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  in  order  to  help  beet  sugar 
we  should  sacrifice  the  ricegrowers, 
merely  because  the  beet-sugar  interests 
have  more  political  influence.  I  am  not 
ready  to  accept  that  principle.  The 
proponents  of  the  bill  undoubtedly  have 
the  necessary  votes  with  which  to  pass 
it.  However,  I  intend  to  voice  my  oppo¬ 
sition  to  any  such  principle.  That  is  the 
main  reason  for  my  objection.  There¬ 
fore  I  shall  object  to  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  at  this  session. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chau  will  state  that  the  Senate  is  still 
operating  in  the  morning  hour. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
comment  briefly? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  regret  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  taken  the  attitude  he  has 
taken.  We  had  chaos  in  the  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Sugar  Act.  I  believe  the  act  is  being- 
administered  well.  It  has  maintained 
stability  in  the  price  not  only  for  the 
consumer  of  sugar,  but  also  for  the  pro¬ 
ducer  of  both  cane  and  beet  sugar  in  the 
United  States. 

Certainly  it  has  stabilized  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  Cuba,  because  Cuba’s  economy  is 
primarily  based  on  sugar  production. 

We  should  have  legislated  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  at  this  session  so  that  the  sugar 
producers,  both  cane  and  beet,  would  be 
able  to  plan  their  programs  intelligently. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas,  who  is 
from  the  South,  knows  that  the  plan¬ 
ning  of  sugar  production  is  not  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  2  or  3  months.  It  is  a  matter 
of  more  than  a  year.  It  takes  more  than 


a  calendar  year  to  plan  intelligently  the 
raising  of  beet  and  cane  sugar. 

I  believe  we  would  be  derelict  in  our 
duties  as  Members  of  either  the  House 
or  the  Senate  if  we  failed  to  enact  leg¬ 
islation  on  cane  and  beet  sugar  produc¬ 
tion  in  this  country,  as  well  as  with 
respect  to  the  amount  of  sugar  which 
may  be  imported  from  other  countries. 
For  that  reuson  I  regret  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  oppose  such  legislation.  We 
have  studied  the  subject.  We  have  given 
much  thought  to  it.  I  am  one  who  feels 
that  we  should  have  clarified  the  ques¬ 
tion  for  the  growers  by  stating  what 
percentage  of  the  sugar  consumed  in 
the  United  States  should  come  from  our 
own  domestic  production. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  that  om*  market  for  rice  in  Cuba 
has  dwindled  by  nearly  one-third  in  the 
last  5  years.  The  main  reason  is  that 
the  sugar  quota  is  forcing  Cuba  to  start 
its  own  uneconomic  rice  production  in 
order  to  compensate  for  the  loss  of  ex¬ 
change. 

I  think  it  is  an  indefensible  imposition 
upon  the  rice  industry  to  lower  the 
quotas  from  Cuba  in  order  to  help  some 
domestic  beet  growers.  I  do  not  know 
how,  on  any  principle,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  can  justify  any  such  imposi¬ 
tion. 

Ml’.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that 
Cuba’s  quota  has  not  been  lowered  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  the  existence  of  the 
present  Sugar  Act.  Cuba  has  had  a 
sugar  quota  over  the  years.  She  is  today 
asking  that  she  may  increase  the  quota 
to  the  United  States.  Of  course,  the 
population  of  the  United  States  has 
grown  and  the  per  capital  consumption 
of  sugar  has  grown.  Therefore,  the 
United  States  is  entitled  to  an  increased 
amount  of  the  sugar  which  is  amiually 
consumed. 

We  have  a  substantial  sugar  beet 
acreage  in  Minnesota,  and  all  the  recla¬ 
mation  areas  of  the  West  are,  of  course, 
potentially  sugar-beet  producing  areas. 
Certainly,  we  of  the  Northwest  have  a 
perfect  right  to  think  about  our  sugar- 
beet  acreage  just  as  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  the  right  to  thing  about 
the  acreage  of  rice. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senate  is  operating  under  a  limitation 
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of  time  during  the  morning  hour.  After 
morning  business  has  been  completed, 
there  will  be  ample  time  for  debate. 

Mr.  WATKINS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  avail  myself 
of  this  opportunity  to  associate  myself 
with  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  in  a  colloquy  which  he  had 
with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  on  the 
sugar  bill.  I  most  emphatically  uphold 
the  position  taken  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  in  the  matter. 


LEGISLATION  AGAINST  THE  Cl 

Mr.  BENDER.  Mr.  President,  one 
the  strange  characteristics  of  legislative 
bodies  all  over  the  world  is  their  tend¬ 
ency  to  fix  adjournment  deadlines  for 
the  purpose  of  speeding  up  the  legislative 
process.  By  scheduling  an  arbitrary 
date,  they  somehow  accomplish  in  a  few 
weeks  time  a  tremendous  amount  of  work 
which  might  well  have  been  completed 
weeks  earlier  on  a  more  orderly  routine. 

As  a  Member  of  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  United  States  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  and  the  Ohio  State  Senate 
earlier,  this  observer  has  always  believed 
that  we  could  do  a  better  job  of  prepa¬ 
ration  if  certain  types  of  bills  had  es¬ 
tablished  priorities  with  definite  time 
limits  on  their  consideration.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  all  measures  providing  for  ap¬ 
propriations  should  be  considered  and 
completed  by  Congress  within  4  months 
of  the  session.  Bills  dealing  with  par¬ 
ticular  departments  of  governmental 
activity,  the  military,  agricultural.  Post 
Office,  Labor,  and  similar  important 
agencies  should  be  timed  within  an  addi¬ 
tional  2-month  period,  so  that  the  log 
jam  which  now  develops  in  virtually 
every  session  might  be  avoided. 

Legislation  against  the  clock  in  the  last 
days  before  an  agreed  adjournment  date 
frequently  results  in  charges  that  the 
legislators  have  not  even  seen  the  latest 
revised  versions  of  bills  being  enacted. 
There  ought  to  be  a  better  way  of  doing 
the  job. 

REQUEST  FOR  PRESENCE  ON  THE 

FLOOR  OF  CERTAIN  COMMITTEE 

AIDS 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask^ 
unanimous  consent  to  have  available  oj 
the  floor  the  chief  counsel  of  the  Imi 
gration  Subcommittee  of  the  Comm^ee 
on  the  Judiciary,  and  also  the  /mief 
clerk  of  the  Judiciary  Committ^.  It 
will  save  a  great  deal  of  time  in  cjmsider- 
ing  bills  reported  by  that  conymttee,  of 
which  there  may  be  25  or  30, 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  iempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  ^uest  of  the 
Senator  from  West  VirgyUa? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr!  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  ol^rfcct,  what  was  the 
Senator’s  request? 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  on  Sat¬ 
urday  a  large  nyhber  of  bills  were  re¬ 
ported  from  tM  Judiciary  Committee, 
and  I  should  l^e  to  have  present  on  the 
fioor  the  chi^ounsel  and  the  chief  clerk 
of  my  comi^ittee,  because  I  understand- 
the  bills  ^1  be  brought  up  on  motion. 
That  actfbn  is  not  like  calling  the  bills 
on  th^alendar.  There  will  be  some 
claim/Sills  in  the  same  category. 


August 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  object,  provided  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders  are  furnished  with 
|a  list  of  the  bills  and  a  brief  statement 
jof  what  they  deal  with,  so  that  we  can 
Shave  prior  opportunity  to  consult  with 
our  calendar  committees. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  The  bills  have  been 
reported  to  the  calendar,  but  did  not  get 
on  the  printed  calendar. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  With  the  under¬ 
standing  that  no  bills  will  be  called  up 
until  the  information  I  have  suggested 
has  been  furnished,  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
in  the  statement  made  by  the  minority 
leader.  Permit  me  to  state  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  entire  Senate  that  there  will 
,e  no  measures  called  up  by  the  acting 
jority  leader  which  are  not  on  the 
caltodar  at  this  time,  so  that  Senators 
whc^are  interested  will  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  ^  look  over  the  bills,  reports,  and 
memonmdums  furnished  by  the  distin- 
guished^airman  of  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  KILdORE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  had 
my  way,  no^  of  them  v/ould  be  calledy 
up  at  this  time,  but,  fearing  that  sor 
Member  of  theNsenate  should  call  tl^ 
up,  I  wanted  toNbe  in  position  to  Or¬ 
nish  the  informatftm.  I  shall  be  gji&d  to 
furnish  a  list  of  the  Iwlls  reported jis  soon 
as  I  have  an  opportunity  to  dp^so. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS,  ^n  tl^  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  adv\e  ms  as  to  how 
many  of  these  bills  thereNnre? 

Mr.  KILGORE.  My  i^smllection  is 
that  there  are  17  immigf'ati^  bills,  and 
several  claims  bilis. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  yAre  they  Senate  or 
House  bills? 

Mr.  KILGORE/  They  are  all  ^ouse 
bills. 

Mr.  JOHNSa'ON  of  Sooth  Carolii 
Mr.  Presideifif;  I  ask  unanimous  conse^ 
that  I  maV^have  my  assistant  on  th^ 
floor  wh^  the  Senate  considers  some 
bills  in  regard  to  retirement. 

The^RESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chaip/is  of  the  opinion  that  when  the 
cle^  of  any  committee  is  on  the  floor 
at^e  invitation  of  the  chairman  of  the 
smmittee,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties, 
iie  is  entitled  to  be  present. 


RULE  RELATING  TO  THE  PRESENCE 

ON  THE  FLOOR  OF  SENATORS’ 

ASSISTANTS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration  has 
brought  forward  a  rule  that  no  Senator 
may  have  more  than  one  assistant  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  at  any  given  time 
during  the  day. 

I  think  such  a  rule  would  result  in 
great  detriment  to  the  efliciency  of  the 
Senate.  Some  of  us  will  be  engaged  in 
a  series  of  very  important  conferences 
today,  in  connection  with  which  various 
members  of  our  office  staffs  must  be  at 
our  side  at  all  times. 

I  now  serve  notice  that  I  shall  resort 
to  a  series  of  quorum  calls  whenever  it 
is  necessary  for  me  to  have  the  benefit 
of  assistance  from  members  of  my  staff. 

I  think  this  action  on  the  part  of  the 
committee  is  perfectly  silly. 


MENACE  OF  THE  RUSSIAN  SI 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  mflnted 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  as  a  Jpart  of 
my  remarks  an  article  which  j<ppeared 
in  the  New  York  Herald  Ti^une  this 
morning  written  by  the  abl^orrespon- 
dent  Roscoe  Drummond,  usraer  the  title 
“Menace  of  the  Russian  J^ile.”  I  be¬ 
lieve  Mr.  Drummond  is  am  accurate  and 
careful  reporter.  The particle  which  was 
written  at  Paris  is  anr  after  look  at  the 
developments  grow^  out  of  the  Geneva 
conference  and  tM  problems  ahead.  I 
think  it  is  wort^  of  the  attention  and 
reading  of  not ^nly  all  Members  of  the 
Senate,  but  oT  as  many  Americans  as 
may  see  th^CoNCRESsioNAL  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  orde^fra  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follow 

lENACE  OF  THE  RUSSIAN  SMILE 

(By  Roscoe  Drummond) 

P/feis. — The  more  I  look  back  on  the  Sum- 
Conferences,  the  less  beneflcient  and  at 
ilnts  the  more  ominous  it  becomes. 

I  do  not  belittle  the  conference  In  the 
least.  Conceivably  there  may  be  some  in¬ 
visible  dividends  to  come.  It  was  useful 
In  that  it  is  always  useful  to  know  the  worst. 

In  retrospect,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
worst  at  Geneva  becomes  increasingly  clear — 
that  the  Soviet  Union  is  determined  to  settle 
nothing,  is  intent  upon  holding  East  Ger¬ 
many  in  its  vise  unless  it  can  dictate  the 
foreign  policy  of  all  Germany  and  is  using 
cordial  manners  as  its  instrument  of  non- 
negotiation. 

I  do  not  reach  this  conclusion  because 
nothing  was  settled  at  Geneva,  Geneva  is 
not  ominous  because  nothing  was  settled; 
the  Big  Four  did  not  Intend  to  settle  any¬ 
thing  there.  Geneva  is  amlnuos  because 
everything  that  the  Soviets  did  at  Geneva 
showed  that  behind  the  facade  of  massive 
cordiality  was  a  massive  hostility  to  any 
settlement  of  any  issue  in  any  part  of  the 
world  except  on  complete  acceptance  of 
Soviet  terms. 

Every  critical  disagreement  Imbedded  in 
^the  cold  war  before  the  meeting — over  Ger- 
lan  unification  over  European  security,  over 
dmrmament — was  as  great  if  not  greater 
at\he  end. 

the  most  part,  the  Russians  talked 
amiably  at  Geneva.  But  they  contributed 
nothin^  to  advance  a  single  solitary  com- 
promlse Nat  Geneva.  They  agreed  to  talk 
some  morW  in  October.  There  is  every  evi¬ 
dence  thatiheir  purpose  was  not  to  promote 
any  settlemrat  at  any  point;  their  purpose 
was  somethin^else  and  it  doesn’t  look  good 
to  me. 

President  EiSenhower,  even  Premier 
Faure — all  the  l^stern  leaders — went  to 
Geneva  intent  upon  offering  the  Soviet  a 
whole  series  of  ne^far-reachlng  security 
guaranties  against  ^  rearmed  Germany, 
against  NATO,  against\ggresslon  from  any 
direction,  if  they  would  ajccept  free  German 
elections  and  unification  The  Western 
promise  was  that  if  we  wotald  solidly  allay 
Russia’s  fear  of  a  rearmed^Iermany,  the 
principal  barrier  to  a  unified  G^many  would 
be  removed. 

We  found  nothing  but  a  stone\all  at  Ge¬ 
neva. 

We  offered  three  layers  of  security  lo  Prime 
Minister  Bulganin  if  the  Kremlin  woiiid  per¬ 
mit  German  reunification.  We  offeree 

1.  A  Joint  security  pact  embracing  Vho 
United  States,  Britain,  Prance,  a  united  G^- 
many  and  the  U.  S.  S.  R.,  guaranteeing  th 
each  would  be  defended  by  all  in  the  eventN 
of  aggression; 

2.  A  Joint  arms  control  and  inspection  In 
which  the  Soviets  would  be  partners  in  con- 
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my  staff,  onder  the  rule  of  tlie  Senate, 
I  cannot  havS^im  with  me  without  per¬ 
mission,  and  iVould  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  Quorum.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  b^he  Parliamentarian 
that  the  Senator  from  Delaware  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  floor.  \ 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  I  simply 
wished  to  move  that  the  report  be  agreed 
to.  \ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  un^rstood  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  Morse] 

wished  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum.  I  do  not  yield  for  tnat  pur¬ 
pose  at  this  time.  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  these  inter¬ 
ruptions  follow  my  remarks.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With^t 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  AND  EXTENSION  OF 
SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  sugar  bill,  H.  R. 
7030,  is  at  the  desk.  I  wish  to  object  to 
the  second  reading  of  that  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  bill  in 
question,  which  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  second  reading  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
object  to  its  second  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  go  over  for  a  day. 


that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  OlBcer  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina,  Mr.  Neely,  and 
Mr.  Carlson,  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 


AMENDMENT  OP  CIVIL  SERVICE  RE¬ 
TIREMENT  ACT,  RELATING  TO  AC¬ 
CREDITED  SERVICE  IN  CERTAIN 
CASES 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  CaroUna. 
Mr.  President,  there  is  at  the  desk  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  House  of  Representatives, 
transmitting  to  the  Senate  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  the  House  to  Senate  bill 
1041.  I  ask  that  the  message  be  laid, 
before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  ijflr. 
Barkley  in  the  chair)  laid  befor^the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  ^41)  to 
amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
of  May  29,  1930,  as  amende(^o  provide 
for  the  inclusion  in  the  conrfputation  of 
accredited  service  of  cer^n  periods  of 
service  rendered  State^^r  instrumen¬ 
talities  of  States,  and  to/t  other  purposes, 
which  were  on  page  ^ine  9,  after  “em¬ 
ployee”  insert  “of  th/i^nited  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  the  mimicipal  government  of 
the  District  of  firolumbia”;  on  page  2, 
lines  1  and  2,  yJiike  out  “(other  than  a 
position  descDmed  in  this  paragraph)”, 
and  on  pag^,  strike  out  all  after  line  15 
over  to  ancmncluding  line  4  on  page  5. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  PMmdent,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
disag]^  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Hoi^,  request  a  conference  thereon 
witp  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
No.  131 - 9 


HAROLD  E.  TALBOTT,  SECRETARY 
OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  this  time  I 
may  proceed  for  4  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  recent 
days  a  great  deal  has  been  said  and 
written,  both  here  and  elsewhere,  about 
he  propriety  of  certain  actions  of  the 
cretary  of  the  Air  Force,  the  Honorable 
HSkrold  E.  Talbott.  It  is  not  my  purpose 
tod^  to  discuss  the  charges  made  as  to 
the  aorrectness  of  his  behavior,  and 
nothink  I  say  at  this  time  should  be 
interpreted  as  indicative  of  my  attitudj 
on  the  niktter. 

Howevei^n  view  of  the  publicity  g^en 
to  certain  ^tions  of  the  Secretary,  I 
thought  that  >n  all  fairness  to  yyf.  Tal¬ 
bott,  I  should  ^e  to  describe  Mm  as  I 
have  known  hinnduring  the  p^t  several 
years  since  he  hai^een  SecrQ<!ary  of  the 
Air  Force  and,  mo^  parti^larly,  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  session, '^enf  as  chairman 
of  the  Department  of  i^ense  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senaty\Appropriations 
Committee,  I  have  comKto  know  him 
quite  well. 

Mr.  Pi-esident.^uring  tl^  period  I 
rdiave  found  in y^ecretary  T^bott  the 
qualities  of  lea/^ership  and  abili^  which 
are  requisite ^the  highly  respon^le  po¬ 
sition  whichr  he  holds.  In  my  phonal 
association;  with  Mr.  Talbott,  I  iiave 
found  him  to  be  a  most  able  and  cl 
scientious  public  ofiicial,  having  ever 
most  in  mind  the  national  welfare  in  th( 
inte^st  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 
Fi^hermore,  in  his  dealings  with  the 
nate  Appropriations  Committee,  I 
ave  found  Harold  Talbott  to  be  both 
direct  and  forthright.  He  has  always 
been  willing,  even  eager,  to  reveal  to  us 
the  problems  which  have  beset  the  Air 
Force  in  its  attempt  to  provide  the  great¬ 
est  possible  defense,  despite  continuing 
changes  in  design  and  production  which 
necessitated  frequent  realinement  of 
plans.  In  direct  testimony,  in  private 
conversation,  and  in  action  itself,  he  has 
revealed  himself  as  a  man  of  courage  and 
decision.  Mr.  Talbott  has  put  forth  al¬ 
most  superhuman  organizational  effort 
in  bringing  our  Air  Force  to  the  137- 
wing  level,  to  give  us  the  strongest  na¬ 
tional  defense  possible  within  our  econ- 
nomic  means.  The  137-wing  program  is 
far  ahead  of  schedule,  and  I  understand 
that  mainly  due  to  his  efforts. 

In  my  travels  about  the  country  and 
abroad,  I  have  heard  only  praise  for  Mr, 
Talbott  and  his  direction  of  the  great 
United  States  Air  Force.  The  enlisted 
men  especially  are  most  eloquent  in  their 
praise  of  the  Secretary.  Mr.  Talbott  has 
constantly  appealed  for  measures  to  help 


the  personal  lot  of  our  airmen:  for  ir 
stance,  such  measures  as  those  for 
ter  housing,  stabilized  tours  of  dutyy&nd 
concurrent  travel  for  the  families^  en¬ 
listed  men  serving  overseas.  In^hort, 
Mr.  Pi’esident,  he  has  taken  a  ^eat  in¬ 
terest  in  the  morale  of  our  airmen ;  in 
fact  I  must  say  that,  not  ^ly  has  he 
taken  such  an  interest,  buyiie  has  done 
something  about  it. 

I  suspect  there  have  ^een  few  men  in 
Government  service  ymo  have  devoted 
more  hours  and  given^ore  of  themselves 
to  their  jobs  than 1ms  the  Secretary  dur¬ 
ing  his  term  of  office.  Much  of  this  has 
been  done  witlygreat  personal  sacrifice 
of  time,  ener^  and  comfort,  and  to  a 
degree  at  lea^,  of  personal  safety.  He 
has  travelyl  more  miles  inspecting  in¬ 
stallations  than  can  be  accurately 
counted/  On  frequent  occasions  he  has 
sacrif^d  his  personal  wishes,  occasions 
in  o^r  to  bring  cheer  to,  and  raise  the 
mooale  of,  the  enlisted  personnel  in  the 
f^-flung  reaches  of  our  Nation’s  air 
itposts. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  reiterate  what  I 
said  at  the  beginning  of  my  remarks, 
namely,  that  I  am  not  addressing  my¬ 
self  to  the  present  difficulty  of  Mr.  Tal¬ 
bott. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  me  at 
this  point? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  think  it  was  ethical  of  Mr. 
Talbott,  while  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  and  while  a  member  of  the  Mulli¬ 
gan  firm,  to  write  letters,  on  Air  Force 
stationery,  to  companies  which  had  or 
hoped  to  have  contracts  with  the  Air 
Force,  urging  them  to  employ  the  Mul¬ 
ligan  firm  for  an  efficiency  engineering 
service? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
beginning  of  my  remarks  I  said  that  I 
am  referring  only  to  the  official  service 
of  Mr.  Talbott  as  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  that,  and 
vam  asking  what  the  Senator  from  New 
dco  thinks  of  the  conduct  of  Mr. 
Taf^ott  regarding  the  course  of  action 
whicV  he  admitted  in  the  committee  he 
had  t^en. 

Mr.  C^^VEZ.  I  think  he  was  most 
indiscreet 

Mr.  MoJbSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico\hink  that  one  who  was  so 
indiscreet  as  ^s  Mr.  Talbott  on  that  oc¬ 
casion  would  infill  in  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  confidence  i^^he  ethics  of  the  office 
of  Secretary  of  thk  Air  Force? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  iVave  known  people 
who  have  been  indi^eet  and  whom  I 
would  trust  after  they\ot  over  their  in¬ 
discretions. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  th^enator  from 
New  Mexico  think  the  AmVican  people 
ought  to  put  Mr.  Talbott  o\  probation 
because  of  his  past  indiscreti^s,  which 
go  back  a  long  time,  and  give\im  an¬ 
other  chance? 

■Mr  CHAVEZ.  Because  a  boy  or'^irl, 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  ad¬ 
mits  an  indiscretion,  I  do  not  think  Ve 
should  kick  him  around. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


August 


MORSE.  Is  the  Senator  arguing 
for  p?^ation  for  a  delinquent  Govern¬ 
ment  ^cial?  ,  , 

Mr.  Cl^VEZ.  No.  I  am  trying  to  be 
fair  with  S^an  who  has  done  a  fine  job 
for  the  Airl^rce. 

Mr.  MOR^.  I  am  sure  I  do  not  have 
to  tell  the  Senior  from  New  Mexico  the 
danger  of  his  sci^ement  so  far  as  public 
interpretation  iN  concerned.  That  is 
why  I  want  him  t\  clarify  it.  Am  I  to 
understand  that  theSSenator  is  sustain¬ 
ing  Mr.  Talbott — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  th\Senator  will  let 
me  read  the  next  sente^e,  I  think  he 
will  understand  my  feelii 

Mr.  President,  I  must  rAterate  what 
I  said  at  the  beginning.  I  hm  not  ad¬ 
dressing  myself  to  the  presen\difficulty 
of  Mr.  Talbott. 

Mr.  MORSE.  But  the  AmeriCEfti  peo¬ 
ple  are  greatly  concerned  about  the^res- 
ent  difficulty  of  Mr.  Talbott. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  for  the  Americl 
people.  Whatever  they  want  to  do  il 
good  enough  for  me. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  to  know  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  thinks  we 
ought  to  do  about  Mr.  Talbott’s  indis¬ 
cretions.  Should  he  be  left  in  the  office 
of  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  or  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  willing  to  trust 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  happen  to  disagree  on 
that  score.  It  is  the  business  of  every 
Senator.  The  Senator  has  the  record. 
What  is  the  Senator’s  judgment  as  to 
what  should  be  done? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  judgment  is  that 
he  has  been  a  fine  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force. 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  on  the  basis  of  his 
record  as  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  al¬ 
though  the  Senator  admits  his  indiscre¬ 
tions,  the  Senator  thinks  he  ought  to  be 
left  in  office  as  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  going  to  be 
the  judge  of  things  for  which  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  has  the  responsibility. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  we  liave  a  re¬ 
sponsibility,  too, 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
reiterate  what  I  said  at  the  beginning. 
I  am  not  addressing  myself  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  difficulty  of  Mr.  Talbott,  but  I  think 
we  must  give  credit  where  credit  is  du< 

I  am  trying  to  give  credit  for  his  actic^s 
as  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  Iiymy 
opinion  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Borce, 
Mr.  Talbott,  has — and  I  quote  anotoer — 
“done  an  almost  brilliant  job.”  ^will  go 
one  step  further  and  compliant  Mr. 
Talbott  and  his  efforts  as  Sreretary  by 
saying  that  he  has  done  a  bj^niiant  job  as 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Preeident- 

The  PRESIDING  ^FFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  N^  Mexico  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ouegon? 

Mr.  MORSE.  President,  I  desire 
the  floor  in  my  o^  right. 

The  PRES:^NG  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  fron^Iregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MOR^.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  coolment  on  what  the  Senator 
from  NewrMexico  has  said. 

Even  jfln  the  basis  of  Mr.  Talbott’s  rec¬ 
ord  ^Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  he 
oug^ to  be  dismissed,  irrespective  of  his 
ind^cretions. 


Let  us  not  forget  that  it  was  under 
this  man  that  the  appropriations  for  the 
Air  Force  were  so  cut  back  that  there  is 
now  great  concern  as  to  whether  or  not 
Russia  is  so  far  ahead  of  us  with  respect 
to  certain  airpower  that  we  would  hate 
to  think  what  would  happen  if  we  got 
into  a  Pearl  Harbor  with  Russia  in  the 
air  tomorrow. 

I  do  not  share  the  view  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  even  as  to  the  record 
of  Mr.  Talbott  in  carrying  out  the  duties 
of  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force.  I  have  sat 
in  this  Chamber  and  listened  on  a  num¬ 
ber  of  occasions  to  the  speeches  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington]. 

I  have  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  I  repeat  today,  that  I  do  not  think 
there  is  a  man  in  America  who  is  better 
versed  on  the  airpower  needs  of  this 
country  than  is  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  a  former  Secretai-y  of  the  Air 
Force.  If  one  reads  the  Symington 
speeches,  he  cannot  square  those 
^speeches  with  the  course  of  action  which 
Ir.  Talbott  has  followed  as  Secretary  of 
th,p  Air  Force. 

lerefore,  my  reply  to  the  Senatoi 
frorfw  New  Mexico  is  that  I  complete ' 
disagrce  with  his  evaluation  of  Mr.  'Tal¬ 
bott  a^Secretary  of  the  Air  Foroa  I 
happen  ch  know  something  about  yKe  low 
state  of  n^rale  which  exists  inythe  Air 
Force  todaV  as  a  result  of  t]/le  indis¬ 
cretions  of  Talbott. 

I  intend,  bAore  the  Sei^e  adjourns 
today,  to  speak  greater  length  and  to 
refer  to  some  ne^infornrfation  with  re¬ 
gard  to  this  man\  financial  practices. 
However,  as  of  this  lijMment,  let  me  say 
that  the  Senator  fron^New  Mexico  does 
not  make  a  case  MniTalbott  as  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Aur  Forc^  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexuio  is  very  aareful  not  to 
try  to  make  a^case  for  himNvith  respect 
to  his  indis^tions.  As  to  indiscre¬ 
tions,  he  suspends  judgment. 

I  wish/xo  register  my  judgntent,  on 
the  bas^  both  of  his  indiscretions  and 
his  mi^akes.  I  think  on  either  basa^r. 
Talhj/tt  ought  to  be  kicked  out  of  o^e. 

Ir.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  rej 
ty’’  my  good  friend,  the  distinguishec 
senator  from  Oregon,  let  me  say  that, 
'^of  course,  I  understand  what  he  has  in 
mind  when  it  comes  to  the  question  of 
trying  to  provide  for  the  Air  Force.  Mr. 
Talbott  appeared  before  the  defense 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Syminton]  appeared  before 
the  full  committee,  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  gave  all  the  cooperation  possible 
with  respect  to  both  the  suggestions  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  the 
suggestions  of  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri. 

So  far  as  the  chairman  of  the  defense 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  is  concerned,  so  far  as  the 
full  committee  itself  is  concerned,  and  so 
far  as  what  Congress  does  is  concerned, 
I  do  not  believe  my  good  friend  from 
Missouri  has  any  complaint  whatsoever. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  speeches  of  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  speak  for  them¬ 
selves.  Tliey  are  full  of  complaints. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  let  the  Senator^ 
from  Missouri  speak  for  himself,  rathe 
than  have  the  Senator  from  OregiBn 
speak  for  him. 


JTES 


LEAVES  OP  ABSENCE— TRI 
TO  SENATOR  GEORC 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Presi^nt,  I  wish 
to  submit  a  unanimous-corisent  request. 
I  am  very  loath  to  makeU^  request,  and 
yet  I  feel  that  I  must,  /am  desirous  of 
seeing  a  few  items  oi^he  calendar  dis¬ 
posed  of ;  but  my  asa^iates  on  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  C^mittee  know  very 
well  my  position. yT  now  ask  unanimous 
consent — becau^  I  believe  I  should  do 
so — to  be  excu^d  from  further  attend¬ 
ance  upon  ^sions  of  the  Senate  dur¬ 
ing  the  renuunder  of  the  present  session. 

The  PIHCSIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objectioflf  leave  is  granted. 

Mr.O(HAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  make  a  similar  request.  I  ask 
un^imous  consent  to  be  excused  from 
aysendance  upon  sessions  of  the  Senate 
itil  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  leave  is  granted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  leaves  the  Cham¬ 
ber,  let  me  say  that  I  am  sure  I  speak 
the  viewpoint  of  the  other  95  Members  of 
the  Senate  when  I  say  that  he  goes  with 
our  best  wishes  for  a  very  pleasant  period 
of  rest  and  relaxation  between  now  and 
the  next  session  of  Congress.  He  goes 
with  our  wishes  for  every  possible  suc¬ 
cess.  He  goes  with  our  deep  gratitude  to 
him  for  the  statesmanship  and  leader¬ 
ship  he  has  afforded  the  Senate  during 
the  many  years  he  has  served  in  this 
body.  We  owe  him  a  great  debt. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  join  in  paying  tribute  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia,  who  is  the  respected  chairman 
of  our  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and 
who  has  so  ably  handled  the  affairs  of 
that  committee  during  this  session  of 
the  Congress, 

He  has  cooperated  most  fully  with  the 
President  and  the  Secretai'y  of  State  in 
helping  to  expedite  action  on  various  im- 
^.portant  measures  through  the  Commit- 
3e  on  Foreign  Relations  and  through 
the  Senate.  He  has  done  so  not  as  a 
pamsan,  but  as  a  great  American.  He 
has\mr  best  wishes,  and  our  hope  for 
manyNmore  years  of  the  same  brilliant 
service  In  the  Senate  as  he  has  performed 
during  hil^ong  and  distinguished  career. 

Mr.  Mi^SFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  joinSpiy  distinguished  colleagues 
in  their  expr^sions  of  regard  and  ap¬ 
preciation  for  Cbe  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Forei^  Relations,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Geo^ia.  We  know  that  in 
the  preceding  morphs  he  has  made  a 
magnificent  contribuVjon  not  only  to  the 
welfare  of  this  countrV  but  to  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  countries  thro^hout  the  free 
world,  and,  in  fact,  to  tl^entire  world. 
In  the  field  of  foreign  poli^he  has  been 
the  icebreaker  in  plowing  ^rough  the 
cold  fields.  It  is  to  him  that^^is  coun¬ 
try  and  the  free  world  is  indebted  for  the 
easing  of  tensions  which,  at  leasii^n  the 
surface,  now  seems  to  be  taking^alace. 

I  certainly  wish  to  voice  the  sinfeere 
hope  and  devout  prayer  that  this  g^t 
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I  yield  for  a  ques- 


the  Staator  to  give  me  one  good  reason 
why  a\nan  and  his  wife  should  be  re¬ 
quired  t^file  a  list  of  their  assets  and 
liabilities^  order  that  the  husband  may 
come  to  'W^hington  to  serve  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  anoVhelp  the  Government  at 
the  Governm^’s  invitation. 

Mr.  HUMPHl^Y.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield\ 

Mr.  CAPEHART> 
tion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  ■\rhe  Senator  has 
almost  persuaded  me  this  issue,  and 
will  persuade  me  if  he  o^s  not  become 
too  exuberant  about  his  pdlu^tion.  I  said 
I  thought  the  Senator  wait  making  a 
fairly  good  case.  I  was  wond^ng,  how¬ 
ever,  whether  the  Senator  felt\he  same 
sort  of  spiritual  indignation  Vgainst 
what  Congress  does  to  other  people.  I 
should  like  to  hear  the  Senato^say 
whether  he  feels  the  same  sense  of  inc 
nation  when  poor,  humble  employe? 
are  required  to  file  information  about 
their  grandfather,  grandmother,  uncle, 
aunts,  and  nieces  for  three  generations 
under  a  security  program  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  wonder  whether  he  feels 
the  same  sense  of  moral  indignation  in 
such  cases.  On  this  issue  he  is  showing 
the  wrath  of  the  Old  Testament.  How¬ 
ever,  I  wonder  whether  he  would  show 
the  same  kind  of  righteous  indignation 
and  Old  Testament  wrath  about  other 
things,  and  whether  he  would  become  so 
excited  when  some  poor  humble  servant 
of  the  Government  is  falsely  accused 
under  a  security  program  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  whether  he  would  become 
so  excited  about  the  Ladejinsky  case,  for 
example. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
to  make  a  speech.  I  stand  on  my  own 
record  on  those  subjects,  because  the 
Senator  knows  I  have  stood  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  defending  a  man  I 
thought  had  been  falsely  accused.  He  is 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Young. 

I  have  done  so  before,  and  I  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  in  the  future.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  is  up  to  his  usual 
tactics.  He  would  like  to  divert  atten¬ 
tion  from  the  main  subject.  He  is  very 
good  at  that.  I  congratulate  him  on 
being  able  to  divert  attention  from  the 
subject  under  discussion  to  other/ 
subjects. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY, 
the  Senator  yield? 

Ml-.  CAPEHART. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY. 

Indiana  was  in  such  splendid  ^rm  to¬ 
night  that  he  got  to  the  point/where  he 
almost  persuaded  me.  I  wq,s  buying 
everything  he  said.  I  wondered 

whether  he  wanted  to  take  his  moral 
indignation  into  other ^-eas.  If  so,  we 
could  clean  up  a  nuj^er  of  proposals 
this  evening.  He  psoposes  that  we  re¬ 
commit  the  confer^ce  report  to  the  con¬ 
ferees  because  of/he  amendment  under 
discussion.  Yet^e  have  been  told  time 
after  time  cannot  send  anything 
back  to  con^ence,  because  if  we  do  we 
will  lose  thf  whole  bill. 

Mr.  CAjraHART.  I  did  not  yield  the 
floor  fomhe  purpose  of  having  the  Sen¬ 
ator  make  a  speech. 

M^HUMPHREY.  I  am  glad  to  have 
hai^he  opportunity  to  say  what  I  did. 


I  yield. 

The  Senat 


Mr.  CAPEHART,  This  is  one  confer¬ 
ence  report  which  ought  to  be  sent  back 
to  conference,  and  I  shall  make  my  mo¬ 
tion  to  send  it  back  in  a  minute. 

In  closing,  I  must  say  that  I  am  still 
amazed  that  Members  of  the  Congress 
would  propose  such  an  amendment  as 
this.  I  simply  cannot  understand  it.  I 
can  understand  trying  to  tighten  up 
the  rules  and  regulations  under  which 
these  gentlemen  are  to  operate,  and  we 
had  such  a  provision  in  the  bill.  An¬ 
other  provision  we  had  in  the  bill  was 
President  Truman’s  Executive  order, 
which  he  wrote  back  in  1950  or  1951, 
governing  employment  or  service  of  this 
sort.  We  made  that  order  a  part  of 
the  proposed  legislation.  We  made  it  a 
part  of  the  bill. 

We  are  talking  about  this  provision  of 
the  bill,  not  about  another  matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  be  recommitted,  with  in¬ 
structions  to  the  Senate  conferees  to 
strike  the  language  on  page  8,  starting 
line  11  and  going  through  line  20. 

[r.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 


Mr.  President,  -^1 


from 


TItV  PRESIDING  OFFICER. 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  frcm 
Illinois  \^»uld  like  to  inquire  whether  it 
is  in  ordeA^  move  to  reject  a  coher¬ 
ence  report  T^tating  the  specific  poii^ts 
upon  which  tne  report  is  to  be  rejected. 

The  PRESID^G  OFFICEIV  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommi^akes  prechence  over 
the  question  of  ageing  tqahe  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I\aj,j^e  the  point  of 
order,  therefore,  that  ti^  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Indians/is'^ut  of  order. 

The  PRESIDINGT  OFT0CER.  The 
question  must  be  in  th^flii-mative, 
rather  than  the/negative  foimi. 

Mr.  DOUGL^.  I  make  the^oint  of 
order  that  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiarh  is  out  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  >^he 
Chair  isyadvised  that,  since  the  H^se 
has  no^agreed  to  the  report,  the  moti' 
is  in  order. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Ir.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
lyfe  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  suggestion  for 
a  moment  so  that  I  may  propound  a 
parliamentar:/  inquiry? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  withhold  my  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Tire  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  will  state  it. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  As  I  understood 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana, 
it  was  to  recommit  and  to  instruct.  Are 
both  parts  of  the  motion  in  order  at  this 
time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  with  instructions  is  in 
order.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  the  motion  subject 
to  debate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  mo¬ 
tion  is  debatable. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief.  I  believe  we  need  to  re¬ 


view  a  little  history  on  the  w.  o.  c.  con¬ 
troversy  in  Congress  this  year, 
the  matter  came  before  the  Committs 
on  Banking  and  Currency  originall^ 2 
or  3  months  ago,  we  held  prolonged 
hearings  on  the  matter,  and  a 
erable  amoimt  of  discussion  in  Qdmmit- 
tee. 

Very  briefly,  the  result  of  th€  hearings 
in  the  committee  was  the yadoption  in 
committee  of  the  Morse  ^endment  on 
the  w.  0.  c.  issue.  In  essenfce,  the  amend¬ 
ment  provided  that  theyfr.  o.  c.’s  could  be 
called  to  Washingtoiyior  advisory  work 
and  consultative  but  that  they 

should  not  be  put  in  administrative  and 
policymaking  pomions. 

The  Morse  ^endment  was  adopted 
in  committee  yUt  was  in  the  bill  when  it 
came  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  We  are 
familiar  wim  the  debate  that  took  place 
on  the  fl^r  of  the  Senate.  By  a  vote 
of  46  to the  Capehart  amendment  was 
adopts.  In  effect,  the  adoption  of  the 
Cap^art  amendment  knocked  out  the 
M(^e  amendment.  It  was  a  vote  which 
vj/s  decided  on  a  straight  party  line, 
^hat  is  the  sort  of  vote  I  always  regret 


The  An  the  Senate  on  a  controversial  issue. 
/  In  my  10  years  in  the  Senate  I  have  sel¬ 
dom  found  my  colleagues  in  disagree¬ 
ment  on  the  merits  of  an  issue  on  the 
basis  of  their  membership  in  a  party. 
Irrespective  of  which  side  of  the  aisle 
we  sit  on,  we  do  not  generally  disagree 
on  an  issue  on  the  basis  of  our  party 
membership.  Yet  on  this  issue  it  was 
very  obvious  that  the  vote  was  cast  on 
the  basis  of  a  strict  party-line  mandate. 

We  went  into  conference.  The  House 
had  language  in  its  bill  which  I  pre¬ 
ferred  to  the  Capehart  amendment 
adopted  by  the  Senate.  There  is  some 
dispute  among  us  whether  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  is  more  exacting  than  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  was  Anally  adopted  in  com¬ 
mittee.  As  I  sat  in  conference  and  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  House  conferees  partic¬ 
ularly  the  able  arguments  made  by  the 
distinguished  Representative  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Patm;.an],  I  decided  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  was  preferable  to  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage,  and  I  believe  the  Record  will  show 
at  I  made  the  first  motion  that  the 
SSpate  recede. 

ere  was  then  a  roll  call  in  the  House, 
and  \he  conference  had  to  recess.  We 
were  come  back  an  hour  later.  Dur¬ 
ing  theNnterim,  agreement  was  reached 
on  the  language  which  was  finally 
adopted,  though  several  alternatives 
had  been  pr^osed.  My  friend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ne\  York  [Mr.  Ives!  had  of¬ 
fered  a  substiti^,  and  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinoi^Mr.  Douglas]  had  also 
offered  an  alterative.  I  believe  the 
clerk  of  the  commMee,  not  by  way  of 
recommendation,  buw^y  way  of  drafts¬ 
manship — came  out  wrtA  the  final  form 
in  which  the  amendmentSwas  adopted. 

The  argument  which  Versuades  me 
over  all  others  was  made  by^he  Senator 
from  Illinois,  that  we  are,  the  first 
time  in  our  history,  short  of  ^r,  asked 
to  waive  criminal  statutes  in  regard  to 
conflicts  of  interest. 

No  one  objects  to  these  dollar-^ear 
men  working  for  the  Government!^If 
they  want  to  work  for  the  Governm^t 
and  not  have  any  restrictions  impose? 
upon  them  as  to  the  filing  of  information 
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which  we  ar^ntitled  to  have  in  order  to 
pass  judgmeiAupon  their  course  of  ac¬ 
tion  in  policynwking  positions,  they  can 
resign  from  th^  positions  in  business 
and  come  in  as  ^vernment  career  em¬ 
ployees,  as  have  omer  Government  ca¬ 
reer  employees.  But  the  danger  which 
concerns  many  abou^his  matter  is  the 
fact  that  these  people,  ^rportedly  work¬ 
ing  for  the  Government,  i^ceive  their  pay 
from  the  corporations  in\^ich  they  are 
officers  or  from  labor  unnsns  in  which 
they  are  officers. 

There  has  been  much  talk  about  it 
from  the  standpoint  of  business.  This  is 
a  universal  matter.  There  areNinvolved 
w.  o.  c.’s  from  labor,  agricultuxf,  and 
many  other  economic  groups. 

My  position  is  simply  that  I  ddv  not 
think  the  criminal  statutes  in  refera^e 
to  conflicts  of  interest,  should  be  waiw^ 
when  a  man  comes  into  Govemmem 
service,  and  occupies  a  position  in  which' 
it  is  possible  for  him  to  render  judg¬ 
ment  and  make  policies,  when  at  the 
same  time  he  receives  pay  from  a  corpo¬ 
ration,  a  labor  union,  or  a  farm  organi¬ 
zation.  We  think  that  in  peacetime  we 
ought  to  scrutinize  very  carefully  the  de¬ 
cisions  such  a  person  makes,  and  we 
ought  to  have  a  full  disclosure  as  to  his 
sources  of  income. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  has  com¬ 
mented  upon  the  fact  that  we  do  not 
require  it  of  ourselves.  We  should. 
Year  after  year,  since  1946,  I  have  of¬ 
fered  a  proposal  to  have  every  Member 
of  Congress  file  with  the  Secretary  of 
each  House  each  year  the  sources  and 
the  amount  of  his  income.  I  see  no  rea¬ 
son  why  that  should  not  be  a  matter  oj 
public  disclosure.  I  am  willing  to  voj 
for  that  tonight,  if  it  should  be  taken  up. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  /fill 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  think  th^  Sen¬ 
ator  makes  a  very  fine  point,  wiof  which 
I  am  certainly  in  agreement.  But  may 
I  remind  the  Senator  that  wjfi  are  not 
immune  from  the  conflict-/Sf-interest 
statute. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  was  coding  to  that. 
We  are  not  immune  from  the  conflict- 
of-interest  statute;  any  I  think,  Mr. 
President,  that  we  shomd  not  be  asked 
to  waive  the  criminal  ^atute  in  peace¬ 
time.  I  think  it  has  iiroved  itself  to  be 
a  sound  historic  pojfcy.  It  is  quite  a 
different  thing  in  time  of  war,  when  men 
are  motivated  by  Patriotic  impulses  in 
doing  everything  ^ey  can  for  the  suc¬ 
cessful  prosecution  of  the  war. 

We  have  com/ out  of  conference  with 
this  proposal.  /  The  total  bill,  in  my 
judgment,  is  m  much  concern  to  defense 
mobiiizationY  I  think  the  conflict  we 
have  had  o^r  w.  o.  c.  should  go  over  un¬ 
til  JanuaiV.  We  can  accept  this  bill 
as  it  cany  out  of  conference,  and  if  the 
Senator  ^om  Indiana  wants  to  propose 
an  am^dment  next  January  we  can 
thraslmt  out  then.  But  I  do  not  thinlc, 
in  tl^e  dying  hours  of  Congress,  we 
shouja  get  into  this  so-called  hassle. 

y.  goodnaturedly,  Mr.  President, 
I  think  a  mistake  was  made  some 
ago  when  issue  was  made  of  the 
latter  when  the  Senate  had  before  it 
bill  which  did  not,  in  my  judgment. 


protect  the  public  interest  so  far  as  ^e 
criminal  statute  is  concerned. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President/will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  What  eljjfe  is  in 
the  bill  beside  the  w.  o.  c.  quesmn? 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  a  gr^t  deal  in 
the  bill  besides  that,  so  far  /s  defense 
mobilization  is  concerned. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  thfere  any  ne¬ 
cessity  to  adopt  the  conference  report, 
or  is  it  an  inconsequentim  matter  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  defe/t  the  proposed 
legislation? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  /ure  the  adminis¬ 
tration  would  think  /  is  consequential, 
because  the  administration,  through  Dr. 
Flemming  and  throiogh  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  has  nmde  strong  presenta¬ 
tions  for  this  biiy  If  we  take  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Dr.  Flemming,  which  was  given 
at  some  lengtW  and  that  of  Secretary 
Sleeks,  which ywas  given  at  some  length, 
ley  think  it/s  a  good  bill.  It  does  not 
ahtect  the  sycalled  reserve  program  for 
busmessme/.  Businessmen  in  the  so- 
callOT  rese/ve  are  not  affected  at  all  by 
this  alneirament. 

Mr.  l^BERTSON.  Is  it  not  legisla¬ 
tion  wM^h  the  President  urged  us  to 
pass  a/  bqing  very  necessary? 
MyMOI^E.  That  is  correct. 

t.  ROB^TSON.  Has  not  the  orig- 
iny  legislati^  already  expired?  What¬ 
ever  was  in  th^efense  Production  Act  is 
5w  dead. 

Mr.  MORSE.  \I  think  the  corpse  is 
/'sufficiently  warm  V  that  if  we  can  pass 
the  bill  tonight  we^n  resuscitate  it. 

Mr.  ROBERTSOPL  It  expired  on 
Sunday,  and  this  is  t\  keep  it  alive;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Seri^or  knows  that 
by  passing  this  bill  we  will  bring  it  back 
to  life.  Therefore,  I  think  ^  should  not 
get  into  a  heated  controvers^bout  it  to¬ 
night.  I  think  we  should  a^e  to  the 
conference  report  and  then,  inyanuary, 
adopt  amendments,  if  they  seemVrise. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER!  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Stator 
from  Indiana  to  recommit  the  coher¬ 
ence  report,  with  instructions. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  a^ 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

PROPOSED  SUGAR  LEGISLATION- 

NOTICE  OP  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND 

PARAGRAPH  3  OP  RULE  XIV  AND 

PARAGRAPH  (A)  OF  PARAGRAPH 

NO.  1  OP  RULE  XXV  OP  THE  STAND¬ 
ING  RULES  OP  THE  SENATE 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Standing  Rules 
of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in 
writing  that  it  is  my  intention  here¬ 
after  to  move  to  suspend  paragraph  3 
of  rule  XTV  and  paragraph  (h)  of  para¬ 
graph  numbered  1  of  rule  XXV  of  the 
Standing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  to  the  end 
that  it  may  be  in  order  to  move  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  without  a  refer¬ 
ence  of  the  bill  to  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance. 


Mr.  President,  I  am  giving  this  no¬ 
tice  in  order  that  it  may  be  possible 
for  the  Senate  to  consider  the  Sugar  Act 
before  Congress  adjourns.  I  know  there 
is  an  emergency  insofar  as  the  sugar 
industry  of  the  South  is  concerned,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  I 
believe  there  is  some  distress  in  the  sugar 
industiY  in  some  of  the  western  areas. 
It  is  necessary  to  enact  legislation  for 
the  benefit  of  many  thousands  of  indi¬ 
viduals  engaged  in  the  production  of 
sugarcane  in  Louisiana,  and  perhaps  for 
the  relief  of  farmers  in  some  of  the 
Western  States  which  produce  sugar 
beets.  It  is  necessary  to  suspend  the 
rules  because  of  the  delaying  tactics  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  which  prevent  the 
measure  from  being  considered  in  the 
usual  manner. 

I  realize  that  some  of  our  friends  think 
we  should  let  foreigners  produce  all  the 
sugar,  but  that  is  not  the  judgment  of 
the  majority  of  the  membership  of  this 
body,  and  it  is  not  the  judgment  of  any 
substantial  minority.  When  a  hardship 
exists  in  some  areas  of  the  country,  I 
think  it  is  vital  that  it  be  relieved  at  this 
session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  aware 
that  I  have  the  highest  personal  opinion 
of  him,  which  I  have  expressed  countless 
times  in  his  home  State. 

May  I  ask  my  good  friend  if  he  will 
state  what  is  the  practical  effect  of  his 
motion?  I  am  not  so  skilled  a  parlia¬ 
mentarian  as  is  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana,  and  I  should  like  to  know  whether  it 
is  the  Senator’s  intention  to  ask  for  a 
suspension  of  the  rules  tonight  or  to¬ 
morrow? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  rules  require  that 
notice  of  a  motion  to  suspend  the  rules 
be  given  at  least  1  day  in  advance. 
Therefore,  I  am  giving  notice  that  to¬ 
morrow  or  thereafter,  before  Congress 
adjourns,  I  intend  to  move  to  suspend  the 
rules. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  lilinois,  for  whom  I  have  the  highest 
admiration,  that  a  situation  exists  in  the 
sugarcane  industry  which  requires  some 
relief.  The  Federal  Government  does 
not  buy  sugar  as  it  buys  wheat  or  corn 
in  the  State  represented  by  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois.  It  happens  that  the 
weather  has  been  rather  favorable  to  the 
production  of  sugar,  and  private  financ¬ 
ing  is  required  to  carry  large  amounts  of 
sugar  over  from  year  to  year.  In  order 
to  obtain  the  private  financing  required 
to  carry  over  the  sugar  and  prevent  it 
from  going  to  waste,  it  is  necessary  to 
amend  the  Sugar  Act  to  provide  some 
relief  for  the  domestic  industry. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  would  inform  me 
whether  the  present  Sugar  Act  expires 
this  year  or  continues  until  1956. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  act  does  not  expire 
this  year,  but  an  amendment  is  neces¬ 
sary  because  of  the  large  surplus  of  sugar, 
even  though  the  sugar  producers  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  acreage  limitations.  When  there 
is  such  a  limitation  with  regard  to  other 
products,  the  Federal  Government  moves 
in  and  finances  the  carrying  of  the  sur¬ 
pluses. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  admires  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  for  his  qualities;  and  one  of  his 
qualities  is  the  frankness  with  which  he 
always  speaks.  The  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  does  not  deal  under  the  table. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  would  inform  the  Senate  whether 
the  hearings  held  in  the  House  on  this 
matter  were  printed. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  not  familiar  with 
the  situation  that  existed  in  the  House. 
I  know  the  proposed  legislation  was  de¬ 
layed  interminably.  It  has  been  held  up 
almost  this  entire  session. 

This  is  the  type  of  legislation  which 
must  originate  in  the  House.  Tlie  Sen¬ 
ate,  which  has  a  similar  Senate  bill  hav¬ 
ing  49  sponsors,  had  to  wait  until  the 
closing  days  of  the  session  before  the 
bill  came  from  the  House.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  House  bill  is  presently  at  the 
desk  not  yet  referred  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  read  the  Congressional  Record 
on  Sunday,  when  he  was  somewhat  fa¬ 
tigued  following  the  long  conferences 
which  we  have  been  having.  Represent¬ 
ative  Cooley,  of  North  Carolina,  stated 
that  the  hearings  had  not  been  printed. 
The  House  had,  in  fact,  been  called  upon 
to  vote,  almost  in  the  dying  hours  of  the 
session,  on  a  bill  on  which  hearings  had 
not  been  printed.  In  checking  up  on 
my  statement,  I  find  I  am  correct  and 
that  Congressman  Cooley  made  the 
statement  I  have  ascribed  to  him  on 
page  10631  of  the  Congressional  Record 
of  July  30,  1955.  The  statement  will  be 
found  on  the  first  line  of  the  first  column. 

May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
whether  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  has  held  any  public  hearings  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  LONG.  No ;  public  hearings  have 
not  been  held  on  the  bill,  although  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  will  find  that  if  the 
House  agrees  to  have  the  House  hearings 
printed,  they  will  be  readily  available. 
The  hearings  were  conducted  some  time 
ago.  I  see  no  reason  why  they  should 
not  have  been  printed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  now  checked, 
and  I  find  that  this  morning  my  office 
made  inquiry  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
printed  House  hearings  could  be  ob¬ 
tained.  We  were  told  by  the  Committee 
staff  that  the  hearings  had  not  been 
printed.  Being  unable  to  obtain  them, 
and  with  this  statement  from  the  staff  of 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  we 
believe  that  Representative  Cooley, 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  was  correct  in  his  statement 
that  the  hearings  were  not  printed. 

This  is  a  bill  on  which  the  House  had 
to  act  with  its  eyes  closed,  because  the 
Members  did  not  have  the  facts  con¬ 
tained  in  the  hearings.  It  is  a  bill  which 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  has 
reported  almost  at  the  very  last  minute, 
without  hearings. 

So  I  believe  I  was  justified  in  raising 
the  point  of  order  and  insisting  that  the 
bill  should  not  be  acted  on  today.  I 
am  very  glad  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  postponed  the  consideration  of  his 
motion  until  tomorrow.  I  suppose  that 
means  that  the  bill  cannot  be  considered 
tomorrow  except  by  unanimous  consent. 


which,  in  my  present  mood,  I  am  dis¬ 
posed  to  agree  to. 

Mr.  LONG.  No;  I  am  now  giving 
notice  that  by  agreement  of  two-thirds 
of  the  Senate,  the  bill  may  be  considered 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  will,  to¬ 
morrow,  move  to  suspend  the  rules  so 
that,  without  delay  the  Senate  can  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill,  in¬ 
stead  of  doing  so  after  the  normal  wait¬ 
ing  period  of  1  day? 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  correct.  I  should 
like  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  know 
that  this  is  a  subject  which  has  been 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
It  is  proposed  legislation  which  should 
have  been  considered  at  an  earlier  date. 
It  is  a  bill  which  is  supported  by  the 
sugar  industry  and  the  sugar  producers 
of  the  United  States.  The  bill  is  also 
supported,  I  understand,  by  the  sugar 
processors  of  the  United  States.  There 
is  no  objection  to  the  bill  by  the  domestic 
producers  or  by  any  important  segment 
of  the  sugar  industry  of  the  United 
States. 

I  believe  the  Cubans  may  not  like  the 
bill  very  well.  There  may  be  some  per¬ 
sons  in  other  foreign  countries  who 
might  feel  that  they  were  entitled  to 
somewhat  larger  quotas.  But  the  bill 
has  been  carefully  considered;  and  I 
feel  certain  that  when  the  Senators 
understand  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  it 
will  be  passed  by  a  large  majority. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  consulted  the  consuming 
interests,  to  determine  whether  they 
favor  the  bill? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  can  assume 
that  it  is  possible  to  purchase  sugar 
cheaper  if  we  do  not  consider  the  needs 
of  the  domestic  sugar  industry.  The 
same  principle  could  be  applied  to  many 
industries  in  Illinois  and  other  places. 

But  it  has  been  congressional  policy 
that  we  should  have  a  certain  amount 
of  sugar  production  in  the  United  States, 
so  that  it  will  be  available  to  the  Nation 
in  time  of  war  or  other  national 
emergency. 

If  one  considers  the  real  income  of  the 
American  people,  sugar  is  available  more 
cheaply  in  this  Nation  than  it  is  in  prob¬ 
ably  any  other  nation  in  the  world. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Can  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  inform  me  on  a  further 
point?  Since  there  may  not  be  much 
time  tomorrow  to  consider  the  measure, 
will  the  Senator  inform  the  Senate 
whether  there  are  price  support  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  LONG.  No;  there  are  no  price 
supports  in  the  bill  which  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Finance  to 
submit,  as  a  substitute  for  the  House  bill, 
the  Senate  bill,  which  was  studied  by  the 
Committee  on  Finance.  We  had  no  op¬ 
portunity  to  consider  the  House  bill  di¬ 
rectly,  but  we  considered  the  language 
of  the  House  bill.  The  bill  is  not  a  price 
support  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  percentage  of 
parity  is  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
supposed  to  take  into  consideration  in 
fixing  the  acreage  of  domestic  sugar  to 
be  planted? 


Mr.  LONG.  That  Is  not  involved  in 
the  recommendation  which  will  be  made 
by  the  members  of  the  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee.  Parity  provisions  were  contained  in 
the  House  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  parity  provisions  for  sugar  in  the 
House  bill,  which  was  endorsed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  was  90  per¬ 
cent? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  does  not  have  the  fioor.  I 
have  the  floor.  I  should  like  to  make 
inquiry  of  the  Senator  how  much  longer 
he  will  take. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  have  given  my  notice. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  the  fioor,  and 
has  control  of  his  own  time.  He  need 
not  yield  if  he  does  not  wish  to. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  As  I  understand, 
the  question  pending  before  the  Senate 
is  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  to  recommit  the  conference  re¬ 
port  with  instructions  to  delete. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  And  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  wiU  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  think  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana,  with  his  under¬ 
standable  affection  for  the  deep  South, 
has  given  the  implication  that  the  sugar 
bill  is  of  interest  only  to  the  producers 
of  cane  sugar. 

Since  it  is  the  intention  to  have  a 
vote  tomorrow  on  the  motion  to  suspend 
the  rule,  I  should  like  to  amplify  the 
Record  by  saying  that  the  bill  is  of  great 
importance  to  those  who  are  engaged 
in  the  beet-sugar  industry  in  the  West. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Members  who 
are  interested  in  the  beet-sugar  industry 
will  be  on  hand  tomorrow  and  that  they 
will  vote  to  suspend  the  rule,  so  that 
the  Senate  can  consider  the  bill  and 
make  whatever  salutary,  necessary 
amendments  may  seem  to  be  desirable, 
and  to  have  the  bill  approved  before  the 
adjournment  of  Congress. 

The  reason  for  the  existence  of  this 
situation  is  that  some  dilatory  tactics 
have  been  engaged  in  by  certain  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body,  the  echoes  of  the  voices 
of  some  of  whom  are  reverberating  in  the 
Chamber.  Thus  it  is  necessary  to  utilize 
whatever  parliamentary  tactics  are 
available  to  have  this  important  measure 
passed  before  Congress  adjourns. 


The  Senate  r&simed  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conf&B^^e  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  twtSt^uses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House'^feq^he  bill 
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(^^2391)  relating  to  the  Defense  Pro- 
duccinn  Act.  _ 

Th\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
questi(X  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senai^pr  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  to  ^commit  the  conference  re¬ 
port  with  instructions.  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas^nd  nays  having  been  or¬ 
dered,  the  cler^^ill  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  SPARiaviAN.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorunrV  _ 

The  PRESIDIN^  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  tne  roll. 

The  legislative  clerKSyCalled  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senates  answered  to 
their  names: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Barkley 
Beall 
Bender 
Bennett 
Bust! 

Capehart 
Carlson 
Case,  N.  J. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Clements 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dlrksen 
Douglas 
Duff 

Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Flanders 
Ful  bright 
Goldwater 
Green 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  shall  not  delay 
the  Senate  long,  Mr.  President,  but  I 
wish  to  point  out  a  very  few  matters  be¬ 
fore  a  vote  is  taken.  Rrst  of  all,  I  wish 
to  say  the  report  which  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  represents,  in  my 
opinion,  and  I  believe  in  the  opinion  of  a 
majority  of  the  conferees,  the  best  we 
were  able  to  get.  Remember,  this  is  not 
a  matter  which  is  wholly  within  the 
hands  of  the  Senate  conferees  to  decide. 
We  certainly  obtained  a  modified  version 
of  what  the  House  passed.  The  motion  is 
to  recommit  the  conference  report,  with 
instructions.  Remember  w’hat  those  in¬ 
structions  are — to  delete  this  language — 
period.  What  are  we  going  to  do  when 
we  delete  the  language? 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  wil 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  At  this  late  ho<5r  of 
the  first  session  of  the  84th  Congress, 
are  we  not  in  the  position  of  haj/ing  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  an  importar^ piece  of 
legislation  which  has  been /passed  by 
both  the  House  and  the  ^nate,  as  to 
which  there  has  been  a  h^le  difference 
in  version?  That  differ^e  has  been  re¬ 
solved  by  a  majority  /i  the  conferees. 
If  the  conference  renwt  is  not  adopted, 
is  there  not  a  real y^ance  that  the  bill 
will  not  be  enacted  at  this  session? 

Mr.  SPARKM^kT.  I  think  the  acting 
majority  leadeyis  absolutely  right,  and 
I  intend  to  di^uss  that  a  little  later. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  mimther  question? 

Mr.  S^^RKMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CEMENTS.  Is  it  not  reasonable 
to  sug^st  that  if  there  is  something  in 
the^nference  report  to  which  Senators 
m^  have  slight  objection,  the  proper 
^cedure  to  follow  is  to  adopt  the  con¬ 


ference  report,  since  there  will  be  ample 
opportunity  next  January  to  make  such 
revisions  as  a  majority  of  the  Members 
of  the  two  bodies  may  wish  to  make? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  certainly 
correct. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  That  being  true,  it 
seems  to  me  it  would  be  good  judgment 
and  good  business  upon  the  part  of  the 
Senate  to  uphold  the  position  taken  by 
the  majority  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  think  there  can 
be  no  argument  with  the  position  taken 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARK^IAN.  I  have  a  few  points 
I  should  like  to  make,  but  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Alabama, 
in  reference  to  the  statement  made  by 
the  acting  majority  leader,  that  it  seems 
to  me  what  we  are  seeking  is  sound  legis¬ 
lation.  Mr.  recollection  is  that  in  every 
conference  report  which  has  come  before 
the^nate  during  this  session,  or  in  m^t 
of  th^ases — ^I  w’ould  say  in  probabl/95 
percenvyof  the  cases — reports  hav^een 
signed  w^all  the  conferees  oy  both 
Houses,  ^ere  have  been  a  ieyf  minor 
exceptions  na  which  perhaps  one  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  minority  or  one  m^ber  of  the 
majority  has  mjt  seen  fit  to/sign  the  re¬ 
port.  This  is  tl\e  first  inference  re¬ 
port  which  has  cotae  be^re  this  session 
of  Congress  whichNT^he  best  of  my 
recollection,  has  not  ^en  signed  by  even 
one  minority  membw? 

Under  the  circumstari^s,  it  seems  to 
me  that,  in  viey  of  theNextreme  lan¬ 
guage  which  lyis  been  incmided  in  the 
amendment,  j/e  have  the  cl^r  duty  of 
rejecting  thyxonference  report  and  re¬ 
turning  it  mr  a  further  conferei^e,  with 
instructi^s.  While  they  are  at  the 
further /conference,  the  confereeNcan 
get  t^ether  on  a  straight  continuing 
joinLAesolution,  and  the  passage  of  th? 
joim  resolution  can  be  pressed  for. 
iut  under  the  circumstances,  I  do  not 
rink  we  should  be  required  to  legislate 
^with  a  gun  pressed  at  our  temples. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  Uke  to  say  a  word. 

Of  course,  I,  for  one,  would  never 
request  a  Senator  to  legislate  while  hav¬ 
ing  a  gun  pressed  at  his  temple.  I  do 
not  think  any  Member  of  the  Senate 
would  make  such  a  request. 

It  is  true  that  it  is  unusual  that  not 
one  minority  member  signed  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  I  did  not  know  that  until 
it  was  about  time  for  the  report  to  come 
up.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  the  con¬ 
ference  broke  up,  I  thought  most  of  the 
minority  members  would  sign  the  report. 
No  indication  that  they  would  not  do  so 
was  given.  • 

I  think  the  present  situation  empha¬ 
sizes  a  mistake  which  was  made  when 
the  bill  came  up  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  was  pointed  out  by  Senators 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  namely,  that 
the  minority  had  made  the  question  a 
partisan  one.  It  should  not  have  been 
a  partisan  one. 

Furthermore.  Mr.  President,  the  time 
we  are  sending  on  this  small  item  would 


indicate  that  it  is  the  heart  of  the  bfl 
whereas  actually  it  is  the  smallest  oart 
of  the  bill. 

Let  me  refer  to  the  subject  of  tl^  bill: 
It  has  to  do  with  the  producti(y  in  the 
United  States  of  greater  supplies  of 
minerals,  metals,  and  scarc^roaterials. 
So  it  is  a  production  meaanre. 

Just  today,  as  I  recall, ^e  completed 
action  on  House  bill  631y  which  relates 
to  domestic  minerals.  Imoticed  that  the 
conferees  on  that  nfeasure  were  the 
Senator  from  Monona  [Mr.  Mtjkray], 
the  Senator  from/North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Scott],  the  Sena^r  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Malone^  and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.yDwoRSHAK] .  But  that  act 
is  worthl^  unless  the  measure  now 
before  us^  enacted  into  law.  The  pend¬ 
ing  meaimre  makes  it  possible  to  put  into 
effect ywie  provisions  of  that  act.  That 
sho'^ how  important  the  pending  meas¬ 
ures. 

Ir.  President,  this  measure  would  be 
Capable  of  producing  results  even  if  not 
a  single  w.  o.  c.  were  connected  with  the 
program.  Yet  all  the  quarrel  is  over 
just  one  little  feature  of  the  bill,  namely, 
the  one  relating  to  the  extent  to  which 
w.  o.  c.’s,  drawn  from  industry,  shall 
work  in  the  Government  service  with¬ 
out  compensation  and,  if  that  is  allowed, 
the  extent  to  which  they  shall  report 
their  holdings,  while  enjoying  immunity 
from  the  conflict-of-interest  statutes,  in 
time  of  peace.  That  is  the  question  in¬ 
volved  there. 

Let  me  say  very  frankly  that  it  was 
not  an  easy  job  in  the  conference  to 
get  what  we  have  here.  I  say  in  all 
earnestness  that  I  believe  that  if  the 
pending  motion  is  agreed  to,  and  if  the 
conference  report  is  rejected,  and  recom¬ 
mitted,  with  instructions  to  delete  this 
language,  there  will  be  no  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act.  Are  we  going  to  kill  the 
Defense  Production  Act  simply  because 
of  disagreement  over  one  little  phase  of 
the  bill — and  not  at  all  the  central  part 
of  it? 

The  central  part  of  the  act  has  to 
with  things  which  those  who  live  in 
tlite  mining  areas,  where  the  minerals 
anmmetals  are  produced,  are  concerned 
with  Nit  does  not  relate  to  anything  pro¬ 
duced  \n  my  State.  The  bill  does  not 
interestine  personally,  except  as  it  re¬ 
lates  to  t^e  national  security  and  the 
effort  to  ni!^e  the  United  States  more 
self-sustaininj^  on  the  basis  of  its  own 
resources. 

Personally,  I  should  like  to  see  the 
w.  o.  c.’s  leave  thX  Government  service. 
I  would  have  them^sed  in  case  of  war; 
and  in  this  measure^e  provide  that  in 
case  of  all-out  mobili^tion,  they  shall 
be  used,  and  shall  then\njoy  immunity 
from  the  conflict-of-inter0^  statutes. 

But  in  time  of  peace  it  is  i^t  necessary 
for  us  to  use  their  services  na  order  to 
obtain  the  production  we  waNt  After 
all,  what  we  are  attempting  to  oB^in  in 
this  case  is  the  enactment  of  legi^tion 
which  will  make  it  possible  for  the  Ur^ed 
States  to  obtain  the  production  of  ^e 
scarce  materials,  minerals,  and  met^ 
that  we  wish  to  have  produced  in  the> 
United  States,  and  that  we  need  so  badly. 
We  need  them  now.  But  we  would  need 


955  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  ~  SENATE  10947 


bStt  terminology  I  can  think  of — so  as 
to  amy  public  bodies  and  rural  electrifi- 
catioW  associations  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  benefits  of  nuclear 
energy.X 

The  qu«tion  which  seems  to  be  before 
the  Atomio^nergy  Commission  now  is 
this:  Is  the  i^omic  Energy  Commission 
empowered,  uPder  the  act  of  1954,  to 
build,  pay  for,  a^ct,  and  place  in  opera¬ 
tion  a  pilot  planV  for  purposes  of  gen¬ 
erating  electrical  ePergy? 

There  is  not  one\;intilla  of  doubt  as 
to  the  answer.  The  Aff^ic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  is  so  empower^.  It  is  specifi¬ 
cally  empowered  by  puOfic  statute.  It 
is  empowered  by  legislati\\  intent.  The 
only  subject  that  is  in  doubNoday  is  the 
will  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Oommission 
to  do  so.  \ 

I  note  again  for  the  Record  tha^rticle 
by  Mr.  Stokes.  He  points  out  that  in 
the  private  field  of  electrical  energy^he 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  goes  ah^d 
with  great  research  projects,  great  pilot 
plant  efforts,  but  when  it  comes  to  mu^ 
nicipalities  and  rural  electrification 
establishments,  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  seems  to  be  finding  many  rea¬ 
sons  why  it  cannot  do  what  the  law 
specifically  says  it  can  do. 

I  quote  again  from  Mr.  Stokes’  col¬ 
umn: 

Under  the  law  they— 

Speaking  now  of  municipalities  and 
public  bodies — 

are  entitled  to  preference.  They  didn’t  get 
it.  Niagara-Mohawk  is  getting  the  power 
at  3  mills  a  kilowatt-hour.  The  reactor, 
which  is  a  model  of  one  installed  in  the 
United  States  submarine  Seawolf,  produces 
enough  power  to  supply  a  city  of  20,000 
people. 

The  cities  and  the  co-ops  would  need  some 
way  to  get  the  power  to  them.  Rather  than 
build  transmission  lines  to  West  Milton — 

Speaking  of  a  particular  city  in  New 
York— 

they  had  decided  upon  the  alternative  of 
having  it  “wheeled”  to  them  over  lines  of 
Niagara-Mohawk. 

They  offered  a  reasonable  fee  to  the  pri¬ 
vate  utility  for  this  service. 

The  “they”  refers  to  the  governing 
body  of  West  Milton.  > 

But  they  were  turned  down — and  it’s  ea^ 
to  see  why,  with  the  company  gettingycne 
power  for  itself  so  cheaply.  y 

In  a  resolution  it  drafted,  approvoiH,  and 
sent  to  Chairman  Strauss  here  in  J^shing- 
ton,  the  Cooperative  League’s  boaffd  of  di¬ 
rectors  said  that,  under  the  la^  the  AEC 
itself  should  have  hired  Niagayr  Mohawk  to 
wheel  the  power  to  the  no^rofit  groups 
which  had  applied  for  it  und^  the  preference 
guaranty.  The  co-ops  amr  the  cities  then 
would  have  been  charg^  for  the  service 
when  they  were  billed Joy  the  AEC  for  the 
power.  y 

The  board — •  X 

Meaning  the yrooperative  board — 

bluntly  accused  Jme  AEC  of  violating  the  law. 

I  agree  w^  the  cooperative  board  in 
this  instano^  The  AEC  has  violated  the 
law.  So  mr  as  the  reading  of  the  law  is 
concern^,  I  know  of  no  law  that  is  more 
explicyr  as  to  the  uses  of  atomic  en- 
ergyylman  the  one  which  was  written  in 
19^  as  it  was  amended.  I  know  of  no 
la^ in  which  the  legislative  intent  was 
jfiore  clearly  spelled  out.  I  know  of  no 


public  law  which  more  clearly  defined 
the  sense  of  direction  of  the  pioneering, 
experimental  stages  of  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission  in  the  field  of  creation 
of  electrical  energy. 

But  the  AEC  drags  its  feet.  Its  legal 
counsel  placed  one  stumbling  block  after 
another  in  the  way  of  legitimate  projects 
and  programs  presented  to  it  by  rural 
electrification  cooperatives. 

I  hope  this  Record  may  be  read  by  the 
legal  staff  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  by  the  Commissioners,  and  by 
their  experts.  I  respectfully  ask  of  them, 
in  a  spirit  of  what  I  believe  to  be  the  pub¬ 
lic  good,  that  this  very  long  and  detailed 
record  be  scrupulously  and  meticulously 
studied.  If  that  is  done,  they  will  find 
in  it  the  intent  and  the  will  of  Congress 
for  experimentation  and  for  pilot-plant 
operation. 

Congress  specifically  spelled  out  that 
this  pilot-plant  operation  should  be  with 
REA’S,  as  well  as  with  private  industry. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

V  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

^<Ir.  MORSE.  I  simply  wish  to  saw 
th^  as  one  who  participated  througj^ 
outlsbat  debate  last  year  wifh  the  Sejfa- 
tor  frHm  Minnesota,  I  wish  to  ass^ate 
myselfVith  every  comment  he  ha^I^ade 
on  this  iSHie.  / 

Mr.  HUKJPHREY.  I  thank  Jme  Sena¬ 
tor.  \  / 

Mr.  PresideSi,  I  ask  uiynimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  tXe  entireyarticle  by  Mr. 
Stokes,  to  whi^  I  ^ferred  earlier, 
printed  in  the  REcWn/at  this  poirit  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks^ 

There  being  noymjHction,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  b^rint^  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  /  \ 

Sale  op  A-P^er  Bears  ''^tching — Law 
Assuring  :^npropit  Group^^f  Priority 
Is  Bypassjto  by  AEC  \ 

J^y  ’Thomas  L.  Stokes)\ 
AboutAhis  time  a  year  ago,  wh^  Con¬ 
gress  rushing  pellmell  to  adjourt  and 
go  hyme  as  it  is  now,  a  significant  battle 
wa^ought  in  the  Senate  of  which  we  now 
atp  having  an  echo.  \ 

/K  band  of  Senators  resorted  finally  theA 
4o  a  filibuster  against  the  administration 
bill  for  private  development  of  atomic  energy 
until  they  were  able  to  write  into  it  certain 
provisions  to  protect  the  public  and  con¬ 
sumer  interest.  In  the  case  of  this  new 
source  of  energy  they  were  determined  to 
prevent  the  exploitation  that  was  revealed 
by  Government  Investigations  a  quarter  of  a 
century  ago  in  the  case  of  electric  energy. 

Among  the  protective  clauses  was  a  guar¬ 
anty  of  preference  for  nonprofit  groups — 
municipalities  and  other  public  agencies  as 
well  as  rural  electric  cooperatives — in  the 
sale  of  atomic  energy  from  publicly  owned 
projects,  such  as  is  already  required  by  law 
in  the  case  of  electric  power  from  public 
hydroelectric  projects. 

We  thought  that  was  all  fixed  and  settled. 
But  not  necessarily,  evidently. 

Now  for  the  echo.  For  that  we  take  you 
to  the  town  of  West  Milton,  N.  Y.  You 
probably  saw  photographs  in  your  newspa¬ 
pers  of  an  event  there.  Chairman  Lewis  L. 
Strauss  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
throwing  a  switch  which  started  the  flow  of 
12,500  kilowatts  of  electricity  from  an  AEC 
installation  into  a  private  utility  system,  the 
Niagara  Mohawk  Power  Corp. 

This  was  an  epochal  event.  For  it  was  the 
first  peacetime  use  of  electrical  energy  from 
an  atomic  installation.  To  give  a  human 


touch  that  the  usually  stern-visaged  Chair-, 
man  Strauss  is  not  sure  of  providing,  they 
was  an  added  stunt  for  the  news  photog^ 
phers.  This  was  a  shot  of  a  housewi^^ it 
nearby  Ballston  Spa,  a  Niagara  MohawlAus- 
tomer,  cooking  a  hamburger  on  her ynectrlc 
stove  with  the  atomic  power.  ^ 

What  was  wrong  with  these  pi^ures  was 
spotted  Immediately  by  a  group  a^eral  hun¬ 
dred  miles  away  in  Chicago — tt^board  of  di¬ 
rectors  of  the  Cooperative  Lea^e  which  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  meeting  there.  VAnd  lucky  it  is 
for  us  that  such  groups  ary  on  guard. 

Members  of  the  boajA  are  thoroughly 
familiar  with  the  law  Massed  a  year  ago  by 
Congress  and  they  kn^  also  that  two  cities 
which  have  munlcin/l  electric  plants.  Illion, 
N.  Y.,  and  Holyoke>Mass.,  as  well  as  the  Del¬ 
aware  County  RuAi  Electric  Cooperative  at 
Delhi,  N.  Y.,  ha^^pplied  for  power  from  this 
first  AEC  reacjDbr  months  ago,  way  back  in 
January.  / 

Under  tlyr  law  they  are  entitled  to  prefer¬ 
ence.  ’nyy  didn’t  get  it.  Niagara  Mohawk 
is  getti^  the  power  at  3  mills  a  kilowatt 
hour.  yThe  reactor,  which  is  a  model  of  one 
InstfUied  in  the  United  States  submarine 
Seajfolf,  produces  enough  power  to  supply 
a ^ty  of  20,000  people. 

/The  cities  and  the  co-op  would  need  some 
fway  to  get  the  power  to  them.  Rather  than 
build  transmission  lines  to  West  Milton, 
they  had  decided  upon  the  alternative  of  hav¬ 
ing  it  “wheeled”  to  them  over  lines  of  Ni- 
■■agara  Mohawk.  They  offered  a  reasonable 
fee  to  the  private  utility  for  this  service. 
But  they  were  turned  down — and  it’s  easy  to 
see  why,  with  the  company  getting  the  power 
for  itself  so  cheaply. 

In  a  resolution  it  drafted,  approved,  and 
sent  to  Chairman  Strauss  here  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  the  Cooperative  League’s  board  of  direc¬ 
tors  said  that,  under  the  law,  the  AEC  itself 
should  have  hired  Niagara  Mohawk  to  wheel 
the  power  to  the  nonprofit  groups  which  had 
applied  for  it  under  the  preference  guaran¬ 
ty.  ’The  co-ops  and  the  cities  then  would 
have  been  charged  for  the  service  when  they 
were  billed  by  the  AEC  for  the  power.  The 
board  bluntly  accused  the  AEC  of  violating 
the  law. 

What  the  Cooperative  League  is  chiefly 
concerned  about  is  the  danger  of  a  prece¬ 
dent  being  established  which,  it  said  in  its 
resolution,  “far  outweighs  the  economic  im¬ 
portance  of  the  electric  energy  involved.” 

This  might  seem  to  be  an  exaggerated 
concern  unless  you  know  the  eagerness  of 
powerful  private  utilities  to  get  their  hands 
on  this  new  source  of  energy,  and  how  great 
now  is  their  influence  here  in  Washington. 
\  You  may  recall  that  the  AEC  under  Chair¬ 
man  Strauss’  direction,  was  the  broker  in 
tm  Dixon-Yates  deal  involving  TV  A,  which 
finmy  exploded  in  the  face  of  the  adminis- 
tratl&i  with  the  contract  being  canceled, 
when  \  was  shown  to  be  the  first  step  in  a 
planne(Ncampaign  to  liquidate  the  great 
public  nmltipurpose  water-resources  pro¬ 
gram.  \ 

Because  ^  AEC  authority  over  atomic 
energy,  thatm^gency  will  bear  constant 
watching  to  protect  the  public  interest  in 
private  developn^nt  of  this  new  energy 
source.  \ 


ADDITIONAL  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT— APP^VAL  OF  BILLS 

Additional  messages^  writing  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States  were 
communicated  to  the  Senate,  by  Mr, 
Tribbe,  one  of  his  secretarfte,  and  he 
announced  that  the  Presiden^ad  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  the  followingmcts; 

On  August  1,  1955: 

S.  614.  An  act  to  amend  the  FStteral 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  AcVof 
1949,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  to  donate  cer- 
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tain  property  \?  the  American  National  Red 

Cross;  and  ^ 

S.  824.  An  act  flo  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  n^terior  to  convey  certain 
lands  erroneously  \nveyed  to  the  United 
States. 

ADDITIONAL  REPdfeTS  OP  COM¬ 
MITTEE, 

The  following  reports  M  committees 
were  submitted; 

By  Mr.  BYRD,  from  the  Cd^mittee  on 
Finance,  without  amendment : 

H.  R.  7746.  A  bill  to  provide  ta^^ellef  to 
a  charitable  foundation  and  the  c^tribu- 
tors  thereto;  (Rept.  No.  1283). 

By  Mr.  MCCARTHY,  from  the  Com^ttee 
on  Government  Operations; 

H.  R.  6857.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Adm' 
Istrator  of  the  General  Services  Administr 
tion  to  convey  certain  land  to  the  city  o: 
Milwaukee,  Wis.;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  NO.  1285). 

By  Mr.  CHAVEZ,  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works: 

H.  R.  4734.  A  bill  to  amend  the  provisions 
of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1954  which 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  re¬ 
imburse  local  interests  for  work  done  on  a 
dredging  project  at  Los  Angeles  and  Long 
Beach  Harbors,  Calif.,  during  a  period  end¬ 
ing  on  July  1,  1953,  by  extending  that  period 
to  November  7,  1953;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1284). 

By  Mr.  KILGORE,  from  the  Committee  on. 
the  Judiciary,  without  amendment; 

H.  R.  929.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Maria 
Del  Mul  (Rept.  No.  1286); 

H.  R.  1235.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Vera 
Gregovich  Kenter  (Rept.  No.  1287) ; 

H.  R.  1319.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Vaslllos 
Liakopoulos  (Rept.  No.  1288); 

H.R.  1641.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mary 
Mancuso  (Rept.  No.  1289); 

H.  R.  1909.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Rodolfo 
Pugeda  de  la  Cerna  (Rept.  No.  1290); 

H.  R,  2079.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ingrid 
Liselotte  Poch  (Rept.  No.  1291); 

H.  R.  2235.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Margarete  Gick  Scordas  (Rept.  No.  1292) ; 

H.  R.  2339.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Monika 
Schefbanker  (Rept.  No.  1293); 

H.  R.  2704.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Kazuko 
Iwata  Rausch  (Rept.  No.  1294); 

H.  R.  2897.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Chung 
Polk  Cha  and  her  child,  Myra  Polk  Cha 
(Rept.  No.  1295) ; 

H.  R.  2916.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  El- 
frleda  Schoeppe  (Rept.  No.  1296) ; 

H.  R.  3195.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Rolf  Hugo 
Neuman  (Rept.  No.  1297) 

H.  R.  4544.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Andre 
Carrigan  (Rept.  No.  1298); 

H.  R.  4643.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrsy^ee 
Shee  Yee  (also  known  as  Lee  Lai  K6on) 
(Rept.  No.  1299);  ^ 

H.  R.  5074.  A  bill  for  the  relief  Miss 
Blanca  Lina  Rionegro  (Rept.  No.  ^00); 

H.  R.  5082.  A  bill  for  the  relief  qTMrs.  Koto 
Nakagawa  (Rept.  No.  1301); 

H.  R.  5908.  A  bill  for  the  vfelief  of  Mrs. 
Johanna  Eckles  (Rept.  No.  ^02); 

H.  R.  5913.  A  bill  for  tl^ relief  of  Mock 
Jung  Shee  (Mock  Jung/Liu)  (Rept.  No. 
1303);  and 

H.R,  6741.  A  bill  fo^he  relief  of  Elfrlede 
Rosa  (Kup)  Kraft  (^^t.  No.  1304), 

ADDITION^  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLimONS  INTRODUCED 

Addition^  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
were  intr^uced,  read  the  first  time,  and, 
by  unamftious  consent,  the  second  time, 
and  rejerred  as  follows; 

J  Mr.  LEHMAN: 

S^43.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Demetrios 
Jaafes  Tzinis; 


S.  2477.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Harold 
Manly  Stewart;  and 

S.  2745.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ella  Hoff¬ 
mann;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MORSE: 

S.  2746.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Cpl.  Tigi  M. 
Tapusoa;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MORSE  (for  himself,  Mr. 

Douglas,  Mr.  Humphrey,  and  Mr. 

Neuberger)  : 

S.  2747.  A  bill  to  require  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  certain  other  officers  and  employees 
of  the  United  States,  and  certain  officials 
of  political  parties  to  file  statements  disclos¬ 
ing  the  amount  and  sources  of  their  income, 
the  value  of  their  assets,  and  their  dealings 
in  securities  and  commodities:  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Morse  when  he 
Introduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 


EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT  OF 
1 948— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  LONG  submitted  an  amendment, 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  was  ordered  to 
lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

PRINTING  oVsTUDY  ON  TRE^VHES 
BROKEN  THE  U.  S.  S. 

Mr.  HENNINg\  Mr.  Presi^nt,  the 
Senate  Subcommitc^  on  Int^ial  Secu¬ 
rity  of  the  Committ^on  I'M  Judiciary, 
recently  had  printedXas^  committee 
document,  a  staff  stojw  on  treaties 
broken  by  the  U.  S.  S.  The  demand 
for  this  publication  bs  veW  great,  and 
the  supply  soon  wil^e  exh^sted.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  wide^-ead  inte^st  in  this 
study,  I  ask  unaipmous  consent  that  it 
may  be  printec^s  a  Senate  di^ument 
with  an  extr^/25,000  copies  for  nje  use 
of  the  Judici^-y  Committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tftere 
objectioryio  the  request  of  the  Senaw 
from  R^souri?  The  Chair  hears  non^ 
and  itis  so  ordered. 


R^OLUTIONS  AND  STATEMENTS  OP 
'north  DAKOTA  ASSOCIATION  OF 
RURAL  ELECTRIC  COOPERATIVES 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  resolutions  and  statements 
adopted  by  the  North  Dakota  Association 
of  Rural  Electric  Cooperatives,  of  Bis¬ 
marck,  N.  Dak.,  relating  to  rural  electric 
development,  and  so  forth. 

.  There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  and  statements  were  ordei'ed  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows; 

NO.  1 .  RESOLUTION 

Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  continually  since  1935  appropriated  loan 
funds  for  rural  electric  development;  and 
Whereas  over  90  percent  of  rural  America 
now  has  electric  service;  and 

Whereas  the  predominance  of  leadership 
has  always  faithfully  carried  this  program 
forward:  and 

Whereas  electric  service  enables  rural 
families  to  enjoy  the  convenience  and  com¬ 
fort  of  modern  living;  and 

Whereas  we  can  now  survey  20  years  of 
accomplishment  that  has  realized  approxi¬ 
mately  $10  billion  worth  of  new  facilities 
to  Improve  quality  and  quantity  of  food. 


feed,  and  fiber  for  all;  Now,  therefore,  be  1^ 

Resolved,  That  we  express  our  appreciatic 
to  our  many  supporters  in  Congress,  l^h 
past  and  present,  and  to  the  many  indjwld- 
uals  In  all  walks  of  life,  through  whos^oyal 
efforts  and  capable  leadership  it  1m(s  been 
possible  to  bring  our  rural  electri^irogram 
to  the  successful  position  it  nojr  enjoys. 

NO.  2.  THANKS 

We  commend  and  thank  yfhe  mayor  of 
Memphis,  the  Governor  of^'ennessee,  and 
their  Senator  Kefauver  foj^heir  courageous 
leadership  in  the  fight  wj^h  terminated  the 
Dlxon-Yates  contract. 

NO.  3.  SS^TEMENT 

We  heartily  commend  the  Rural  Coopera¬ 
tive  Power  Associ^on,  Elk  River,  Minn.,  for 
their  farslghtedi^s  and  aggressive  position 
in  requesting  ^permission  to  develop  an 
atomic-energSF  powerplant  as  a  cooperative 
enterprise,  a^d  we  urge  all  appropriate  gov- 
ernmentalyfigencies  Involved  to  grant  their 
request  Ijg  an  expeditious  manner. 

NO.  4.  commendation 

We^ommend  Senators  Lancer  and  Young 
anc^^ongressman  Burdick  for  their  untir- 
injfand  continuing  service  to  REA  and  RTA 
all  occasions  and  in  all  the  various  ways 
These  programs  have  been  assisted. 

We  particularly  commend  Senator  Langer 
for  his  valiant  fight  to  expose  the  scandalous 
Dlxon-Yates  contract  through  his  investiga¬ 
tions  committee. 

NO  5.  THANKS  AND  REGRETS 

It  is  with  the  deepest  regret  that  we  ac¬ 
cept  the  decision  of  our  National  Director, 
Mr.  Obed  Wyum  not  to  be  a  candidate  to 
succeed  himself,  and  we  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  to  him  our  most  heartfelt 
thanks  and  appreciation  for  the  continuous 
and  untiring  efforts  he  has  expended  so  will¬ 
ingly  in  behalf  of  our  whole  rural  electric 
and  rural  telephone  program.  We  recognize 
that  It  is  In  large  measure  due  to  his  zeal¬ 
ous  and  effective  work  that  both  of  these 
programs  have  attained  the  status  that  they 
have  in  our  State. 

NO.  e.  A  REQUEST 

We  hereby  urge  Congress  to  promptly  take 
the  necessary  action  to  provide  authorization 
and  funds  to  permit  Immediate  installation 
of  generating  units  4  and  5  at  Garrison  Dam, 
and  another  80,000  kilowatt  generator  at  Fort 
Peck  Dam. 

NO.  7.  SUPPORT 

.We  support  the  fullest  possible  power  de¬ 
velopment  at  Hells  Canyon,  and  Big  Bend 
anffimrge  Congress  to  enact  legislation  and  to 
pass  ^appropriations  to  provide  Federal  de- 
velop^nt  of  Hells  Canyon  and  Big  Bend 
project's  soon  as  possible. 

NO.  8.  resolution 

WhereasVhe  reports  of  the  Hoover  Task 
Force  and  Obmmisslon  have  now  been  filed 
and  made  puDJic,  and  it  appears  that  many, 
if  not  all,  ofVhe  recommendations  made 
in  these  reportXconcernlng  electric  power 
are  directly  intended  to  curtail  and  abolish 
all  phases  of  publi^iower  development,  and 
REA,  which  Intent  l\clearly  apparent  in  all 
the  following  recommandations  made  by  the 
Hoover  Commission,  towwit — 

That  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  be  abolished. 

That  in  the  interim  the  ftural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration  and  Rwal  Telephone 
Association’s  interest  rates  be  unduly  raised. 

That  the  preference  clause  be  abolished. 

That  the  Federal  Power  Comrnigslon  In¬ 
crease  power  rates. 

That  revolving  funds  be  abolished. 

That  the  Government  or  its  agencies 'Viild 
no  more  steam  plants  or  other  needed^a- 
cilities. 

That  private  utilities  be  offered  the  oppofl 
tunity  to  provide  the  electric  installations! 
at  Government  multiple-purpose  dams,  said 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed  \o  conference  reports  on  hosing  bill  and  on  bill  to 
allow  retirement  credit  forNsertain  State  service,  /Both  Houses  agreed  to  confer¬ 
ence  reports  on  bill  to  incr^se  retirement  annui^es  and  on  defense  production 
bill.  House  passed  bill  to  am^d  tobacco  quotas/iaw.  Rep,  Staggers  criticized 
administration’s  farm  program,  Senate  agreed  to  resolution  expressing  sense  of 
Senate  to  have  CCC  purchase  domes-Xd  sugar,  Part  of  Senate  proceedings  will  be 
printed  in  next  issue  of  Congressional  Record, 


HOUSE 


1,  HOUSING.  By  a  vote 
the  housing  bill, 
program  author iz 


now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


of  187  to  168,  agreed  to  the  confeiWce  report  on  S.  2126, 
ich  includes  a  provision  continuingN:he  farm  housing  loans 
for  this  Department  (pp,  11202,  11095Xflll) .  This  bill  will 


2,  PERSONNEL, 
the  retire; 
This  b 


B0th  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H,  ^*7618,  to  increase 
mt  annuities  of  former  Federal  personnel  (pp.  lllSv^,  11082|-11248) . 


virill  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Ag^hed  to  the  8onference  report  on  S,  1041>  to  provide  retirei^nt  credit 
for  cejrbain  service  with  State  governments  on  projects  in  cooperatioXwith  the 
Fede^l  Government,  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  House  version  except  that  they 
agceed  to  a  provision  making  the  bill  apply  to  individuals  who  retired  ^  or 
er  June  30,  1954,  (pp,  11095,  11202,  11.127-^),  This  bill  Td.ll  now  beNgent 
o  tie  President, 

Agreed  to  tiie  conference  report  on  H.  R,  404^,  to  encourage  the  States  to 


-2- 


ena^  legislation  permitting  Federal  personnel  overseas  to  vote  (pp*  11202, 
1112^*  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President o  / 

House  Clerk  inserted  a  list  of  coinniittee  employees  and  their  pa^(pp* 

m97-2d£). 


3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  the  I^islative 
appropriati^bill,  H.  R.  7117  (pp.  11202,  11172-7,  11263-9,  11081-/,  11263-9). 
This  bill  vfilX  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


4.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  repor/on  S.  2391,  to 
amend  the  DefenseNPrdduction  Act  and  continue  it  for  1  year  (mtil  July  31, 
1956)  (pp.  11202,  11^78-80,  11222-3).  This  bill  mil  now  be  ^nt  to  the 
President. 


5.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Pass^  without  amondment  H.  R.  7655*  tp  extend  until  June  50* 
195'^»  the  period  during  Nwhich  disposals  of  surplus  property  may  be  made  by 
negotiation  rather  than  b^  advertising  (p.  11188). 


6.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep,  Harris  announced  that:  the  Subpommittee  on  Transportation 
and’  Communications  v/ill  hold  \earings  on  the  rec emendations  of  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Transport  ^olicy  apd  Organization  ^ring  the  recess,  beginning 
Sept.  19  (up.  111U9-50). 


7*  FjIRII  INCOl'jEo  Repo  Staggers  deplore^ the  droi 
of  the  U§Dxi,  and  suggested  scmethin^muE 


in- fam  inopne,  alleged  inaction 
done  to  help  the  farmer. (p»  11171)* 


8.  TJILDLIFE.  Passed  vdthout  amendment  S, 
accumulated  receipts  in  the  Federal-ai 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preeiddnt 


,  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
ildlif e-restoration  fund  (pp.  1115i!-”5)* 


>•  SriALL  BUSINESS.  Passed  with  amendi^’nt  S. 
Administration  for  2  years  (on.  5<ll6l-9)« 

(o.  11169). 


21i 


Hd 


,  to  extend  the  Small  Business 
se  conferees  were  apoointed 


10.  TOBACCO.  Passed  without  amen/ient  S.  2296,  provi^ng  that  no  old  farm  tobacco 
acreage  allotment  v/ould  be/netermined  for  a  farm  ion  vdiioh  tobacco  v/as  produc 
the  preceding  year  if  no  ■^bacco  allotment  was  determined  for  the  farm  for  such 
preceding  year  (pp,  1118^5)*  This  bill  XYill  now  be^ent  to  the  President* 


11*  ADJOURNED  sine  die  (un^l  Jan.  5,  I956)  (p.  III96). 

SENATE 


12.  SUGAR*  Sens.  Long,  Holland,  Watkins,  Fulbright,  and  others  discussed  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  consideration  of  H.  R.  7030,  the  sugar  bill,  in  the  closing  hours  of 
the  present  session.  Sen,  Fulbright  suggested  that,  because  the  bill  v/as  a 
form  of  subsidy  to  the  sugar  beet  industry,  it  v/ould  require  greater  considera¬ 
tion  (pp.  11207-22).  Sen.  Long  introduced  S,  Res,  li4.7,  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  Senate  that  the  CCC  should  purchase  domestic  sugar  imder  sec.  19  of 
H.  R,  7030*  in  order  to  alleviate  the  alleged  dire  situation  of  the  sugar  beet 
and  sugar  cane  producers;  the  resolution  \ms  agreed  to  bv  the  Senate  (po* 

1125^,  11258). 


LEG^LATIVE  RliX^ORD.  Sen.  Fnowland  requested  and  received  permission  to  hwe 
inted  the  views  of  the  Minority  I/^ader  regarding  the  legislative  prograiimjf 
he  Gj+th  Congress  (S.  Doc^  86)  (p,  11223). 


84tii  congress 
1st  Session 


S.  RES.  1 47 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  2, 1955 

IMr.  Long  (for  liimself,  j\Ir.  Ellender,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Smathers,  and  Mr. 
Dworshak)  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  considered  and 
agreed  to 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas  H.  R.  7030,  entitled  Act  to  amend  and  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes”, 
now  pending  in  the  Senate,  contains  provisions  added  hy 
section  19  thereof,  directing  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  carry  out  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations  with 
respect  to  one  hundred  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  from  the  1955  or  previous  crops  in  the  continental 
United  States  sugar-producing  areas,  in  order  to  alleviate 
the  conditions  which  exist  m  such  areas  hy  reason  of  the 
quantities  of  surplus  over  quota  sugar  produced  therein;  and 

Wliereas  it  appears  that  H.  R.  7030  may  not  be  enacted  during 
the  current  session  of  the  Congress:  Therefore  be  it 

1  Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  tliat  the 

2  Commodity  Credit  corporation  should  take  the  action  re- 
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Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

‘‘(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar’  means  any 
sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structime  and  any  hquid 
sugar  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  comitries 
having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to  be  further 
refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (n)  The  term  ‘to  he  further  refined  or  improved  in 
quality’  means  to  be  subjected  substantially  to  the  processes 
of  (1)  affiliation  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystalhzation.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized,  in  accordance  with  findings  based  on 
pubhc  hearings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes  to 
which  sugars  are  sulijected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific 
qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph 
(d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the 
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termination  of  price  control  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘‘1947-1949”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy 
inserting  a  colon  and  “  (1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956”  in 
lieu  of  the  first  comma  and  by  adding  the  following  new 
paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  by  apportioning 
among  such  areas  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  as  follows : 

“  (A)  The  first  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned 
45.2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  42.6  per  centum 
to  the  mainland  cane  area;  10.6  per  centum  to  Puerto  Pico; 
and  1.6  per  centum  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and 

“(B)  Any  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  established  in  paragraph  (a)  (1)  as  adjusted  by 
subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (a)  (2). 

“(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  by  apportioning  among  such  areas  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section. 
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and  by  adding  thereto  50  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  determination  made  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  apportioned  as  follows:  Eirst,  by  apportioning 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (a)  (2)  of 
this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  so  appor¬ 
tioned  in  1956,  and  second,  by  apportioning  the  remainder, 
if  any,  in  accordance  with  the  final  quotas  estabhshed  for 
the  calendar  year  1956,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (a)  (1) 
and  (a)  (2)  of  this  section.’’ 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “Eor”  after  “  (c)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  (1) 
For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  sub¬ 
sequent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  to  such  other  foreign  coimtries  4  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million 
three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser 
amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the 
sum  of  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  estabhshed  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  to  Cuba 
50  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
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and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philippines  50  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  plus  the 
increase  in  quotas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (3)  of 

this  section:  Provided,  (i)  that  for  1957  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  he  one  hundred  and  seventy-five  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  for  Cuba  shall  equal 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Eepublic  of  the  Philippines  less  one  hundred  and  seventy- 
five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  and  (ii)  that  for  the 
calendar  year  1958  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year 
through  1960  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  increased  forty- 
five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  annually  and  the  quota 
for  Cuba  shall  equal  the  sum  of  the  quotas  for  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philippines  for  such  year 
less  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Eepublic  of  the  Philip])ines  for  such  year.  The  quota 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of 
the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  for  the  calendar  year  1957 
and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  as  follows : 

‘‘  (A)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
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into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  less  than  one 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and 
1954  shall  receive  a  proration  equal  to  such  average 
importations. 

‘‘(B)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  more  than  one 
thousand  short  tons  but  less  than  three  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  each 
year  two  thousand  tons  in  addition  to  the  basic  tonnages  pro¬ 
rated  under  subparagraphs  (C)  or  (D)  hereof. 

“(C)  Each  country  whose  average  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  one  thousand 
short  tons  but  less  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  shall  receive  a  proration 
for  1957  equal  to  its  average  importations  for  the  calendar 
years  1953  and  1954  plus  30  per  centum  thereof  and  for 
each  calendar  year  subsequent  to  1957  through  1960  the  pro¬ 
ration  for  each  such  country  shall  be  increased  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  30  per  centum  of  its  proration  under  this  subpara¬ 
graph  (0)  for  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year. 

“(D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otherwise  prorated  in 
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subparagraphs  (A),  (B),and  (0)  above  shall  be  prorated 
as  follows : 


“Country 

Dominican  Eepublic 

Peru _ 

Mexico _ 

Nicaragua _ 

Haiti _ 


Per  centum 

37 

36 

20 


2”. 


Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  paragraph : 

‘‘(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with 
a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short 
tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10 
per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world 
price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster 
or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
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of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  ^'Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  or 
the  increases  allotted  under  sections  202  (a)  (3)  shall  first  be 
prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas 
then  in  effect”. 

(h)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  “except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of 
the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
section  202  (a)  (2)  or  the  increases  allotted  under  section 
202  (a)  (3),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled 

amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he 
detei-mines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that 
no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount, 
he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the 
following:  “In  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the 
adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in- 
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sects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions 
seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by 
the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.”. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  after  the  word  ‘‘year”  the  following:  plus  an 

amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand 
six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value”. 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  by  adding  the  following: 
“which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty- 
six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Eico  under  section  202 
is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which 
latter  amount  may  he  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.”. 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “The”  after  “  (h)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“  ( 1 )  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the”  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
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Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Phihppines  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202 :  Provided,  That  such  hmitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of 
seven  thousand  short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consumption 
portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per 
centum  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
countries  which  receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c) 
of  more  than  seven  thousand  shoi't  tons  on  the  basis  of  aver¬ 
age  imports  of  dii’ect-consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for 
the  3^ears  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.’’ 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  “(or  processed)”  the  following: 
“,  except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  hy  the  Secretary,”. 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  “  (or  processed)  ”  the  words  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad- 
versety,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
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proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Pico,  the  Secretary,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  he  detennines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other 
productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land 
owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph : 

‘‘(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
otherwise  meet  the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and  who 
subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into  the 
continental  IJnited  States  under  a  declaration  that  it  is 
raw  sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to 
be  of  direct-consumption  quality  and  to  be  in  excess  of  the 
direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota  or  pro- 
ration  or  allotment  thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value, 
of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
the  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof,  which 
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forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  ‘‘The  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.”. 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as 
section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  413  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 
regulations  as  may  he  necessary  to  cany  out  article  7  of 
the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of 
the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on 
April  29,  1954) ,  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 
United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  any  such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 
to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1960”. 

Sec.  19.  A  new  section  414  is  added  to  such  Act  as 


follows : 
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‘‘Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist 
in  the  continental  United  States  sugar-producing  areas  by 
reason  of  the  quantities  of  surplus  overquota  sugar  produced 
in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  carry 
out  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect  to 
one  hundred  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the 
1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 

“(b)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  be  disposed  of  out¬ 
side  the  continental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Cor¬ 
poration  determines  will  not  unduly  interfere  with  normal 
marketings  of  sugar,  including  dispositions  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended, 

“(c)  1^0  borrower  shall  he  personally  liable  for  any 
deficiency  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  sugar  securing  any 
loan  made  under  authority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan 
was  obtained  through  fraudulent  representations  by  the  bor¬ 
rower.  This  provision  shall  not,  however,  be  construed  to 
prevent  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  requhing  the 
borrower  to  assume  liabihty  for  deficiencies  in  the  quality 
or  quantity  of  sugar  delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure 
to  properly  care  for  and  preserve  such  sugar,  or  for  failure 
or  refusal  to  dehver  the  sugar  in  accordance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  program. 
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“(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  Act.” 

Sec.  20.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 
the  teraiination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Eevenue 
Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  21.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  4,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  22.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)  ”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal  Eev¬ 
enue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  “  (a)  ” 
immediately  following  “section  4501”. 

Sec.  23.  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1956,  except  as  otherwise  designated  and 


15 


1  except  that  required  determinations  and  regulations  may  be 

2  issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 

Passed  the  House  of  Kepresentatives  July  30,  1955. 

Attest:  KALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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ad^ce  from  some  source.  They  will 
to  arrive  at  some  kind  of  formula 
for  \andling  future  cases  of  this  kind, 
if  th^  should  arise. 

Mr-VETesident,  these  cases  have  been 
considered  on  their  merits  and  have 
been  awroved.  These  two  bills  should 
not  be  swept  aside  in  the  dying  minutes 
of  this  s^sion  of  Congress.  They  will 
have  to  rAp  the  gauntlet  of  scrutiny  in 
the  House  >Df  Representatives.  The  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  senate  in  rejecting  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recorifeider  will  merely  send  them 
on  their  wayX 

Mr.  NEEL'xX  If  there  is  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote  on  theWotion,  a  nay  vote  will  be 
to  resurrect  the^  two  bills  from  the  par¬ 
liamentary  tombun  which  the  motion  to 
reconsider  tempoXarily  buried  them.  I 
am  authorized  toXsay  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  rtom  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  who  made  the  motion  to 
reconsider  will  voteVnay,”  or,  in  other 
words,  for  the  nullification  of  the  motion 
he  previously  made.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  \OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  m  the  motion  to 
reconsider.  \ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  X 
The  PRESIDING  OFMCER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  staXe  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  a  y^-and-nay 
vote  been  ordered  on  this  quesXion? 

The  PRESIDING  OPFICErX  A  yea- 
and-nay  vote  has  not  been  ordered  on 
the  question.  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  motion  to  reconsider.X  [Put- 
ing  the  question.]  \ 

The  Chair  is  in  doubt,  and  will  rrauest 
a  division.  X 

On  a  division,  the  motion  was  rejected. 
Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  movato 
reconsider  the  action  of  the  Senate.  \ 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tl* 
Chair  is  advised  that  that  motion  is  noA 
in  order.  ' 


EXTENSION  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  3  of  rule  XLV  and 
'\  paragraph  (h)  of  paragraph  1  of  rule 
'  XXV  of  the  standing  rules  of  the  Senate, 
to  the  end  that  it  may  be  in  order  to 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  without  a  reference  of  the  bill  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  a  two-thirds  vote 
necessary  for  the  adoption  of  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Would  the  Chair 
state  whether  there  is  any  precedent  for 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  no  knowledge  of  any  such 
precedent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that,  according  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Chair,  and  presumably  of  the  ParUa- 
mentarian,  there  is  no  precedent  for  the 


proposed  action.  It  seems  to  be  an  ex¬ 
traordinary  motion  which  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
knowledge  of  the  Chair  is,  of  course, 
the  knowledge  of  the  Parliamentarian. 
The  Chair  is  advised  that  this  particu¬ 
lar  motion  is  in  order  even  though  such 
a  motion  has  not  been  previously  made. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  further  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry.  Is  the  motion  debat¬ 
able? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  that  the  motion  at  this 
point  is  untimely  because  the  bill  has 
not  been  read  the  second  time.  The 
Chair  v/ill  lay  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
and  have  it  read  the  second  time. 

The  Presiding  Officer  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend 
and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  read  the  second  time. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  renew  my 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT  rose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Doss 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  wish  to  be 
recognized? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do.  First  I 
should  like  to  propound  a  parliamentary 
inquiry.  Is  the  motion  debatable? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  is  debatable. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  there  any  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  debate?  Is  the  Senate  still 
in  the  morning  hour? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Techni¬ 
cally,  the  Senate  is  still  in  the  morning 
hour. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  v/ill 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  yield,  provided  I  do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  statement. 

Mr.  FULBR-IGHT.  I  would  welcome 
a  statement  from  the  distinguished  act¬ 
ing  majority  leader. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  it 
goes  without  saying  that  I  have  the  high¬ 
est  regard  for  my  friend  from  Louisiana, 
and  I  have,  I  believe,  an  understanding 
feeling  for  the  sugar  growers.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  I  am  one  of  the  sponsors  of 
the  legislation  on  which  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  by  motion  to  suspend 
the  rules,  wishes  to  get  immediate  action 
in  the  Senate. 

I  dislike  to  take  the  position  that  I  take 
now,  based  upon  the  great  warmth  of 
my  friendship  for  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  as  well  as  on  the  fact  that  I  am 
a  sponsor  of  the  legislation.  However, 
in  my  judgment,  if  we  are  to  have  orderly 
procedure,  it  must  be  on  the  basis  of  the 
rules  of  the  Senate.  If  we  take  the 
action  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  the  complete  programing  con¬ 
trol  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  will  be 
taken  from  the  traditional  seat  or  seats 
where  it  has  rep)Osed.  All  I  ask  is  that 
when  the  time  for  decision  comes  the 
Senate  may  be  permitted  to  pursue  its 
activities  in  an  orderly  way. 

I  would  not  go  so  far  as  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  not  to  press  his 
motion  because  I  thoroughly  understand 
his  position.  I  also  feel  that  he  under¬ 
stands  the  position  of  the  acting  major¬ 
ity  leader.  I  can  assure  my  friend  from 


Louisiana  that  in  the  orderly  conduct  of 
the  business  of  the  Senate,  if  I  am  in 
a  position  to  program  the  legislation,  I 
shall  bring  up  in  proper  time  sugar  legis¬ 
lation.  If  we  were  yet  to  be  in  session 
a  longer  time,  there  would  be  no  dis¬ 
position  on  my  part  not  to  bring  it  up. 

However,  if  this  session  is  to  end  to¬ 
day — and  there  is  ample  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  may  end  today — the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator’s  motion  would  pre¬ 
clude  the  possibility  of  that  happening. 

I  can  assure  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  that,  although  I  shall  not  be  at  this 
desk  in  January — because  in  January 
we  will  have  our  distinguished  friend 
from  Texas  back  at  this  desk — I  shall 
give  my  full  cooperation  to  the  passage 
of  this  legislation,  of  which  I  too  am  a 
sponsor. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  PTTLBRIGHT.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield,  provided  I  do  not  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  may 
yield  to  me,  with  the  understanding  that 
he  will  not  lose  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
may  proceed. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  should  like  to  explain 
the  reason  why  I  made  the  motion.  Our 
domestic  sugar  producers  are  in  a  very 
difficult  situation  at  this  moment.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  last  year  it  was  necessary  to  im¬ 
pose  acreage  limitations  of  18  percent  on, 
growers  in  the  cane  sugar-producing 
areas  and  a  similar  limitation  on  grow¬ 
ers  in  the  beet  sugar-producing  areas. 

In  many  respects  weather  was  very 
favorable,  and  even  with  that  severe 
acreage  limitation,  more  sugar  was  pro¬ 
duced  than  could  be  marketed,  because 
the  Sugar  Act  provides  not  only  for  an 
acreage  limitation  in  times  of  over¬ 
production,  but  also  provides  a  very  se¬ 
vere  limitation  on  the  amount  of  sugar 
that  can  be  sold. 

The  good  Lord  did  something  for  the 
sugar  producers  that  we  did  not  antici¬ 
pate.  He  gave  them  good  weather. 
Therefore  they  have  on  hand  220,000 
tons  of  sugar.  However,  they  have  not 
been  able  even  to  sell  it  for  detergents, 
and  have  not  even  been  able  to  give  it 
away,  so  far  as  domestic  use  is  con¬ 
cerned,  although  there  is  some  prospect 
that  some  quantity  of  sugar  might  be 
disposed  of  in  the  foreign-aid  program 
somewhere. 

The  domestic  industry  must  carry  this 
enormous  surplus. 

Plus  that  fact,  the  situation  is  such 
that  the  existence  of  this  huge  surplus 
wiU  require  further  acreage  limitations 
next  year. 

That  means  that  the  cutback  in  acre¬ 
age  could  be  as  much  as  30  percent  if 
full  account  should  be  taken  of  stocks 
on  top  of  the  cutback  of  18  percent  of 
last  year.  Cumulatively,  that  would 
mean  a  cutback  in  acreage  of  48  percent. 

It  is  all  very  weU  to  say  that  the  sugar 
producer  is  getting  90  percent  of  parity. 
However,  when  we  consider  the  fact  that, 
although  he  is  getting  90  percent  of 
parity,  his  volume  of  production  has 
been  cut  by  almost  50  percent,  it  is  clear 
that  he  is  receiving  a  reduced  income  of 
less  than  half  of  what  he  needs. 
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This  situation  can  be  worked  out  with¬ 
out  any  injury  to  anyone.  It  can  be 
worked  out  with  the  support  of  the 
entire  sugar  industry  and  with  a  fairly 
reasonable  understanding  among  our 
friends  abroad,  if  we  are  able  to  obtain 
some  adjustment  in  the  Sugar  Act  so 
that  the  American  sugar  producers  can 
share  in  the  expansion  of  the  market. 

In  other  words,  if  they  can  share  in 
the  increased  market  for  sugar  as  our 
domestic  increase  in  consumption. 

Looking  to  the  past,  the  Congress  has 
for  a  number  of  years  allowed  our 
friends  abroad  to  have  the  benefit  of  all 
the  increase  in  the  consumption  of  sugar 
in  the  United  States. 

As  our  population  has  increased  we 
have  steadily  consumed  more  sugar  in 
this  counti-y.  For  the  most  part,  it 
might  be  said  that  the  benefit  has  gone 
almost  exclusively  to  our  friends  in  Cuba. 
They  have  shipped  us  more  sugar  and 
we  have  cut  back  om’  acreage  more  and 
more. 

In  the  area  which  I  represent  there 
is  a  prospect  of  our  having  a  reduction 
of  sugarcane  acreage  by  a  cumulative 
total  of  50  percent.  A  similar  situation, 
although  perhaps  not  so  drastic,  exists 
in  some  beet-sugar-producing  areas.  I 
know  the  State  of  Florida  has  a  similar 
problem.  I  know  this  surplus  will  not 
be  subject  to  marketing  next  year. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  is  not  a  bad 
act;  it  is  a  good  act,  but,  like  all  legis¬ 
lation  regulating  an  industry,  from  time 
to  time  it  requires  some  adjustment.  I 
think  the  last  Sugar  Act  was  passed  in 
1951,  and  some  adjustment  is  now  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  benefit  of  our  own  people. 
We  have  carefully  studied  this  matter  to 
try  to  take  care  of  our  friends  abroad, 
and  I  believe  we  do  so  through  this  leg¬ 
islation.  I  would  point  out  that  unless 
this  bill  is  passed  some  sugar  producers 
will  not  be  able  to  market  the  surplus  of 
sugar  which  they  already  have  on  hand, 
even  dming  next  year. 

In  Florida,  for  example,  a  large  sugar 
company  will  be  forced  to  carry  over  its 
entire  1955  production.  Just  imagine 
that.  It  will  not  be  able  to  market 
1  pound  of  that  sugar  produced  this  year, 
because  it  will  be  required  to  carry  over 
sugar  from  last  year,  and  it  will  not  be 
in  position  to  market  even  all  of  that. 

Mr.  President,  the  sugar  industry  is  a 
good  American  industry.  It  is  one  which 
has  considered  the  needs  of  our  friends 
abroad.  Offhand,  I  know  of  no  other 
major  industry  in  America  that  gives  to 
our  allies  as  much  as  45  percent  of  our 
domestic  market. 

Not  only  do  we  give  our  friends,  the 
Cubans,  45  percent  of  our  market,  but 
we  let  them  sell  sugar  to  us  at  50  percent 
above  the  world  market  price.  We  now 
find  our  own  people  in  a  very  distressed 
situation  where  action  by  Congress  is 
needed  to  assist  our  people.  That  is  the 
reason  why  I  felt  compelled  to  offer  a 
motion  to  suspend  the  rule.  I  realize 
there  is  objection  to  this  legislation,  and 
I  realize  the  point  of  view  of  some  people 
in  other  areas. 

I  realize  that  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  PuLBRiGHT]  and  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  IMr.  Douglas]  object  to  the 
sugar  legislation  upon  the  books,  and 


they  object  to  moving  very  expeditiously 
to  consider  this  legislation.  But  let  us 
look  at  the  situation  for  just  a  moment. 

We  introduced  the  bill  with  49  spon¬ 
sors.  The  bill  was  introduced  several 
months  ago,  almost  at  the  beginning  of 
this  year.  It  had  been  studied  in  the 
executive  departments  and  by  those  who 
have  been  concerned  with  this  subject 
for  more  than  a  year  before  that  time. 
However,  the  House  of  Representatives 
waited  for  almost  the  entire  session  be¬ 
fore  they  finally  reported  the  bill  to  the 
floor. 

The  House  leadership  finally  took  the 
legislation  up  and  passed  it.  It  was  only 
2  days  ago  that  the  bill  reached  the 
Senate.  The  Senator  from  Arkansas 
objected  to  the  bill  being  referred  to  a 
committee.  That  delayed  it  1  day. 
Then  I  proceeded  to  ask - 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
objected  to  the  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

May  I  inquire  how  long  the  Seirator 
wishes  to  speak? 

Mr.  LONG.  About  2  more  minutes. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  objected 
to  the  second  reading  of  the  bill,  which 
made  it  impossible  to  get  the  House  bill 
before  the  Senate  committee.  There  is 
a  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance  recommending  passage  of  a 
similar  bill  on  my  desk.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  objected  to  the  Senate  re¬ 
ceiving  last  night. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  only  way  the 
bill  could  be  considered  by  the  Senate 
was  to  move  to  suspend  the  rule. 

I  can  recognize  the  facts  of  life.  If 
the  majority  leadership  is  going  to  op¬ 
pose  the  bill  coming  before  the  Senate, 
if  the  acting  majority  leader  has  the 
cooperation  of  the  minority  leader,  and 
if  the  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
take  that  attitude  as  a  procedural  mat¬ 
ter,  the  bill  will  not  be  brought  before 
the  Senate  under  a  suspension  of  the 
rules,  and  then,  I  suppose,  the  hardship 
in  the  industry  will  have  to  continue  to 
exist.  But  I  would  hope  that  both  the 
majority  and  the  minority  leadership 
will  be  willing  to  permit  the  Senate  to 
consider  this  legislation  during  this 
session. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  a 
brief  statement? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  wish  to  make  a 
brief  statement  myself,  and  then  I  shall 
yield  the  floor. 

I  do  not  wish  to  leave  the  impression 
that  we  are  trying  to  prevent  a  vote  on 
this  bill  in  the  regular  course.  It  is  not 
my  fault  that  it  has  been  brought  up  on 
the  very  last  day  of  the  session.  ' 

As  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  well 
knows,  I  have  previously  objected  to  this 
bill.  I  tried  to  defeat  a  similar  bill  in 
1951  and,  I  think,  in  1948.  The  existing 
legislation  does  not  expire  until  Decem¬ 
ber  1956,  and  there  is  no  real  occasion 
for  extending  it  an  additional  6  years 
at  this  time.  I  object  to  the  fact  that 
there  are  no  printed  hearings  in  either 
the  House  or  Senate.  The  Senate  held 
hearings  on  the  bill  for  about  an  hour 
and  a  half  and  permitted  only  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  bill  to  appear.  No  one  who 
was  critical  of  the  bill  was  permitted  to 


appear.  I  am  informed  that  the  hearing 
was  held  in  executive  session. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  may  say  the  Senator 
realizes  that  witnesses  testifying  against 
provisions  in  the  bill,  particularly  repre¬ 
senting  the  administration’s  point  of 
view,  appeared,  and  there  were  state¬ 
ments  from  Mr.  Chapman,  who  repre¬ 
sented  some  of  the  full-duty  countries, 
and  that  matter  was  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  at  that  time. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  have  a  letter  in 
my  hand  which  was  handed  to  me  today, 
from  the  American  Bankers’  Association, 
dated  August  2,  in  which  there  is  en¬ 
closed  a  copy  of  a  statement  on  behalf 
of  the  industrial  sugar  users.  It  states 
that  they  were  not  permitted  to  testify 
before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee. 
The  letter  says: 

Unfortunately,  only  Government  witnesses 
and  domestic  producers’  representatives  were 
heard. 

If  you  plan  to  make  any  comments  on  the 
sugar  legislation  today,  we  feel  sure  you  will 
be  interested  in  the  enclosed  remarks. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  gentleman  who 
wrote  that  letter  is  completely  in  error. 
Only  Government  witnesses  were  heard. 
There  were  no  producers’  witnesses. 
The  witnesses  were  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Ellender],  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  Holland  of  the  State  Department, 
and  Under  Secretary  Morse  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agi’iculture. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  am  sure  the 
senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  was  one  of 
the  best  representatives  the  producers 
could  get,  and  there  is  on  one  for  whose 
opinion  I  have  a  higher  regard. 

Louisiana  is  the  only  State  which  has 
an  economic  sugar  industry.  The  in¬ 
dustry  in  other  States  has  grown  up 
under  the  “umbrella”  started  by  the  old 
Smoot-Hawley  Tariff  Act  and  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  expand  its  acreage  because 
those  engaged  in  it  are  being  paid  some 
$68  million  a  year  out  of  the  public 
Treasm-y. 

If  this  can  be  done  for  sugar,  why  can 
it  not  be  done  for  rice,  cotton,  or  to¬ 
bacco?  I  suppose  the  only  reason  is 
that  the  distinguished  Secretary  of  Ag- 
ricultui'e  does  not  consider  it  is  the  same 
kind  of  subsidy  as  are  other  kinds  of 
subsidies. 

He  made  a  statement  last  year - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  w'ill 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  In  a  moment, 
when  I  complete  my  statement. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  when  he 
first  entered  upon  his  office,  or  shortly 
thereafter,  made  a  statement  at  St. 
Paul,  Minn.,  that  he  was  against  price 
subsidies  because  they  tended  to  un¬ 
dermine  the  morale  of  farmers.  He 
thought  farmers  ought  to  be  more  self- 
reliant.  But  I  have  not  heard  him  in 
opposition  to  the  sugar  bill.  I  suppose 
it  is  pui’ely  incidental  that  sugar  is  one 
of  the  main  crops  of  UtaJi,  which  would 
receive  more  than  $1  million  a  year 
under  the  subsidies  provided  in  this  bill. 
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This  is  the  type  of  proposal  which 
needs  public  hearings.  Also,  this  is  not 
the  first  year  the  Committee  on  Finance 
has  refused  to  hold  hearings.  The  last 
time  the  bill  was  brought  before  the 
body,  there  were  similar  objections,  and 
no  hearings  were  held.  The  matter  was 
brought  up  so  far  in  advance  of  the  ex¬ 
piration  date  that  none  of  the  opponents 
were  considering  it  and  it  was  largely 
by  happenstance  that  I  heard  about  it. 
Now  once  again,  the  matter  has  come 
up  on  the  last  day  of  the  session. 

Even  the  Parliamentarian,  long  as  he 
has  been  in  the  Senate,  has  never  heard 
of  a  case  similar  to  this.  There  are  very 
few  things  that  happen  in  the  Senate 
about  which  the  Parliamentarian  does 
not  know.  We  can  be  pretty  certain  that 
never  before  in  the  history  of  the  Senate 
has  a  controversial  bill  been  brought  up 
on  the  last  day  of  the  session  upon  a 
motion  to  suspend  the  rules. 

The  bill  involves  more  than  a  billion 
dollars  in  cash  from  the  public  Treas¬ 
ury.  Under  the  sugar  program  there 
has  been  paid  to  the  producers  more  than 
a  billion  dollars  since  1933.  The  latest 
figure  I  have  is  $1,099,000,000.  Yet  it  is 
not  considered  important  enough  to  have 
hearings  on  the  bill.  Anyone  who  ob¬ 
jects  to  the  bill  has  not  been  permitted 
to  appear  before  the  committee. 

I  have  an  interest  in  the  matter  in 
this  sense:  My  State  produces  rice. 
Arkansas  is  the  third  largest  rice- 
producing  State  in  the  Union.  Our  nat¬ 
ural  market  is  Cuba  and  the  other  Carib¬ 
bean  countries.  In  the  past  5  years  our 
exports  of  rice  to  Cuba  have  decreased 
from  about  6  million  hundredweight  to 
4,500,000  hundredweight,  a  drop  of  al¬ 
most  2  million  hundredweight.  Of 
course,  the  rice  is  piling  up. 

Furthermore,  Arkansas  was  cut  almost 
25  percent  in  rice  acreage  this  year,  and 
next  year  it  probably  will  be  cut  another 
15  percent.  The  rice  growers  of  Arkan¬ 
sas  were  not  started  in  business  under 
the  protection  of  a  bill  such  as  this,  with 
an  import  duty,  an  excise  tax,  and  strong 
quotas  which  can  force  up  the  price,  be¬ 
cause  the  Secretary  can  limit  the  supply 
for  that  purpose,  and  he  has  done  so. 

Of  course,  we  pay  much  more  for  sugar 
than  the  world  market  price  because  we 
are  forced  to' under  the  bill. 

It  is  true  that  taxes  on  processors  are 
used  to  pay  the  subsidies  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  the  claim  is  therefore  made 
that  the  program  does  not  cost  anything. 
But  that  is  about  as  logical  as  saying  that 
the  veterans  program  does  not  cost  the 
country  anything  because  veterans  pay 
income  taxes.  It  is  the  same  kind  of 
argument.  Of  course  the  consumer 
pays  this  tax,  as  he  pays  all  sales  taxes. 
The  bill  provides  a  sales  tax  for  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  the  sugar  producers. 

I  think  representatives  of  rice  growers 
have  a  legitimate  complaint.  Rice  is 
one  of  the  most  important  crops  in  sev¬ 
eral  States  of  the  Union.  It  is  not  pro¬ 
tected  in  any  special  way,  as  sugar  is. 
I  see  no  excuse,  in  this  case,  to  build  up 
an  artificial,  uneconomic  body,  the  sugar 
industry,  and  thereby  to  destroy  the  rice 
industry.  I  cite  the  rice  industry  only 
as  an  example,  although  it  is  the  main 
reason  why  I  am  here. 


There  were  no  hearings  printed  in  the 
House.  I  am  told  hearings  were  held, 
but  they  were  not  printed  so  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  public  might  read  them. 
I  do  not  know  why. 

In  the  opening  remarks  in  the  House 
on  H.  R.  7030,  Chairman  Cooley,  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  said: 

Our  committee  is  about  to  present  to  this 
House  one  of  the  most  complicated  pieces  of 
legislation  that  the  House  has  ever  been 
called  upon  to  consider. 

He  stated  that  the  committee  hear¬ 
ings  had  not  been  printed,  and  that  he 
did  not  believe  the  House  would  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  details  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  He  said : 

I  will  admit  this  House  will  really  be  con¬ 
fused  if  they  try  to  know  all  that  is  in  this 
bill.  It  is  something  you  are  almost  forced 
to  accept  upon  faith. 

That  is  the  extent  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  which  the  bill  had  in  the  House. 
The  chairman  made  the  statement  that 
it  was  too  complicated  for  the  Mem¬ 
bers  to  understand,  so  they  would  have 
to  accept  it  on  faith. 

The  bill  has  come  to  the  Senate,  where 
no  hearings  were  held  at  all.  The  hear¬ 
ing  which  was  held  yesterday  in  the 
Finance  Committee  for  an  hour  and  a 
half  cannot  be  considered  a  hearing; 
it  was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  letting 
supporters  of  the  bill  state  why  they 
favored  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  knows  that 
hearings  could  not  be  held  on  the  bill 
because  we  did  not  actually  have  it  be¬ 
fore  the  committee.  How  can  hearings 
be  held  on  a  bill  which  has  not  been 
brought  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  could  have  been 
brought  up  at  least  a  month  ago.  The 
Senator  stated  that  it  was  introduced 
several  months  ago.  Why  was  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  wait  until  the  last  day  to  bring 
it  up? 

Mr.  LONG.  Because  the  bill  did  not 
come  from  the  House  until  yesterday. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  did  the  House 
not  act  on  it  until  2  days  ago? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  cannot  speak  for  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  I  suppose  he  had  as  much 
to  do  with  it  as  did  anyone  else.  He 
does  not  come  from  an  area  which  pro¬ 
duces  sugar.  That  sometimes  has  some¬ 
thing  to  do  with  the  urgency  with  which 
a  comn^ittee  chairman  will  proceed  with 
the  consideration  of  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  House  held  hearings  consist¬ 
ing  of  1,300  pages. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  did  they  not 
print  them? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  assume  there  has  been 
a  delay  because  the  bill  was  considered 
during  the  last  part  of  the  session.  The 
legislative  jam  delayed  the  printing,  I 
suppose,  but,  as  I  understand,  the  order 
was  given  to  have  the  hearings  printed. 
Of  course,  I  can  take  no  responsibility 
for  the  fact  that  the  hearings  in  the 
House  were  not  printed. 

But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Senate  to 
legislate  with  regard  to  the  needs  of  the 
American  people. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senate  should  legislate,  completely  in 
the  dark,  on  a  bill  which  involves  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  $68  million  in  subsidies,  without 
hearings,  and  with  nothing  at  all  to 
guide  the  Senate  except,  as  Mr.  Cooley 
says,  faith. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  should  like  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  to  know  that  I  am  not 
anxious  to  go  home.  I  would  be  willing 
to  stay  here  for  2  or  3  months,  if  neces¬ 
sary.  But  the  prevailing  view  at  the 
moment  happens  to  be  that  Congress 
should  go  home,  so  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  should  consider  the  sugar  question 
for  a  few  minutes.  There  is  no  objection 
to  the  bill  on  the  part  of  the  domestic 
producers  or  of  any  important  segment 
of  the  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  should  there 
be?  There  is  nobody  who  is  getting  the 
protection  which  the  sugar  industry  is 
getting.  They  ought  to  love  it. 

What  is  being  done  in  the  bill  is  to 
lower,  relatively,  the  share  of  the  market 
which  Cuba  and  other  countries  have, 
which  countries  are  the  natural  markets 
for  rice  and  other  American  products. 
Rice  is  not  the  only  product  which  would 
be  affected  by  this  legislation.  Cuba  is 
the  sixth  largest  consumer  customer  of 
the  United  States  for  many  things,  such 
as  lard,  industrial  machinery,  and  so  on. 
I  have  a  list  of  exports  to  Cuba  which 
I  shall  place  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  LONG.  It  certainly  helps  Cuba 
to  be  a  good  customer  when  we  pay  her 
50  percent  above  the  world  market  price 
for  the  sugar  we  buy  from  Cuba.  But 
with  regard  to  rice,  certainly  the  Sena¬ 
tor  knows  that  Cuba  has  increased  her 
rice  production  perhaps  four-  or  five¬ 
fold.  With  Cuba  producing  all  that  rice, 
she  is  not  going  to  buy  as  much  rice 
from  the  State  which  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  represents. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  because 
the  Senator  would  exclude  Cuba’s  sugar. 
It  is  very  clear  why  Cuba  produces  rice. 
She  is  forced  to. 

Let  me  finish  reading  the  statement  by 
Representative  Cooley.  After  the  1-hour 
debate  on  the  bill,  debate  on  amend¬ 
ments  was  limited  to  a  total  period  of 
20  minutes,  giving  each  speaker  approxi¬ 
mately  45  seconds  to  express  his  opinion. 

During  the  debate  on  the  amendments. 
Representative  McCarthy,  of  Minnesota, 
stated ; 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  argues 
that  we  should  accept  this  bill  on  faith  as 
there  is  not  sufficient  time  for  explanation. 
We  have  a  right  to  have  an  explanation  of 
the  bill. 

Chairman  Cooley  replied; 

I  had  30  minutes  and  I  explained  that  it 
was  impossible  within  30  minutes  for  me  to 
explain  this  bill  and  that  the  membership, 
of  necessity,  would  have  to  take  it  on  faith. 

Can  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  cite 
any  example  of  Congress  having  been 
asked  to  authorize  such  an  amount  of 
money  without  any  hearings  having  been 
held,  and  on  the  basis  which  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  committe  has  stated, 
namely,  that  it  was  a  complicated  ques¬ 
tion,  which  he  could  not  explain? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  As  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana’s  argument,  the 
Committee  on  Finance  could  not  have 
been  expected  to  hold  hearings  on  H.  R. 
7030  until  the  bill  had  been  passed  by 
the  House;  and  that,  therefore,  so  long 
as  the  House  had  not  passed  the  bill 
until  Saturday,  yesterday,  or  Monday, 
was  the  first  day  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance  could  have  considered  it. 

That  may  be  true  so  far  as  H.  R.  7030 
is  concerned,  but  I  hold  in  my  hand  S. 
1635,  which  was  introduced  on  April  1 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  and  a  large 
number  of  other  Senators.  A  good  deal 
of  time  has  elapsed  since  April  1.  It 
would  seem  there  has  been  ample  time 
for  the  Senate  to  have  conducted  hear¬ 
ings  on  that  bill  simultaneously  with  or 
parallel  with  the  hearings  held  on  H.  R. 
7030.  Yet.  so  far  as  I  know,  S.  1635, 
while  it  has  been  read  twice  and  has  been 
referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  has  not  been  reported  by  the 
committee.  When  I  scanned  the  calen¬ 
dar  this  morning,  I  could  not  find  the 
bill  on  the  calendar. 

So  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  that  what  we  are  being  asked 
to  do  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
consider  this  vitally  important  bill,  upon 
which  no  adequate  hearings  have  been 
held,  and  therefore'  to  legislate  in  the 
cI^tIc 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  will  advise  the  Senate 
whether  or  not  the  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  was 
numbered  among  the  supporters  or  op¬ 
ponents  of  this  bill  in  the  House. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Frankly,  I  do  not 
know.  I  did  not  look  up  the  Record  to 
see  how  he  voted.  I  was  looking  to  see 
what  he  stated  about  it. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  did  not  look  it  up  to 
see  how  he  voted,  either,  but  it  would 
appear  to  me  to  be  a  curious  presentation 
if  he  did  not  vote  for  the  bill.  In  30 
minutes  he  could  have  given  considerable 
support  with  respect  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  supporters  are 
asking  the  Senate  on  the  last  day  to 
suspend  the  rules,  something  which  has 
never  been  done  in  history,  and  pass  the 
bill.  I  assume  that  is  the  purpose  of 
seeking  to  have  the  rules  suspended.  If 
it  is  passed  in  that  little  time,  there  will 
be  very  little  opportunity  to  consider  it. 
I  know  the  bill  has  never  received  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  in  this  body.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  last  debate  on  the  bill  in  August 
1951,  I  made  a  speech  against  it.  I  do 
not  think  anyone  else  made  more  than 
a  gesture  in  opposition,  and  the  bill 
passed  with  4  votes  against  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  about  to  men¬ 
tion  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  no  secret 
about  that. 

I  wish  to  give  a  few  illustrations  of 
why  there  were  so  few  votes  against  the 
bill.  Here  are  some  of  the  reasons. 
Some  reference  was  made  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  to 


Florida.  The  United  States  Sugar  Corp. 
of  Florida  received,  in  1954,  $702,000  in 
direct  subsidies.  Okeelanta  Sugar  Re¬ 
fining,  Inc.,  received  $119,000  in  direct 
subsidies. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
both  companies  paid  sizably  more  than 
the  amounts  of  those  subsidies  in  proc¬ 
essing  taxes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No,  it  is  not  true. 
The  people  who  bought  the  sugar  paid. 
The  company  did  not  pay  anything.  All 
it  did  was  collect  the  excise  tax  from  the 
consumer.  That  is  precisely  how  it 
works. 

Flow  picayunish  are  the  claims  of  cur 
domestic  producers.  The  real  boy  boys 
are  Hawaii  Commercial  and  Sugar  Co., 
Ltd.  In  1954  that  company  received 
$1,051,585.  I  think  the  sugar  beet  in¬ 
dustry  in  this  country  should  be  ashamed 
of  the  little  demand  of  $150,000  subsidy 
in  a  year.  That  amounts  to  an  average 
of  slightly  more  than  $40  an  acre.  Of 
course,  the  acreage  is  growing. 

When  the  program  was  started,  it  was 
not  intended  to  challenge  the  industry, 
particularly  the  beet  industry.  As  I 
said  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  what 
I  say  about  the  beet  industry  does  not 
apply  to  the  cane  Industry.  Sugar  is 
a  natural  tropical  product.  It  grows 
best  in  places  like  Louisiana,  Cuba,  and 
Jamaica,  and  it  is  a  fine  crop  and  a 
natural  crop.  I  think  the  crop  in 
Louisiana  can  stand  on  its  own  feet, 
but  it  is  certain  that  the  sugar  beet 
industry  in  the  West  could  not  survive 
without  this  kind  of  subsidy.  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  industry  surviving, 
but  I  do  have  objection  to  the  use  of 
subsidies  to  build  up  an  industry  which 
will  destroy  another  industry  such  as 
the  rice  industi-y.  which  I  think  has  as 
much  right  to  survive  as  has  the  beet 
industry. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  do  not  believe 
the  record  would  show  that  all  the  in¬ 
dustry  of  the  West  has  been  subsidized. 
We  produce  only  28  percent  of  the  sugar 
consumed  in  this  country.  Certainly 
there  is  little,  if  any,  justification  for 
contending  that  we  ought  to  be  entirely 
dependent  on  foreign  sources  of  sugar. 

So  far  as  subsidies  are  concerned,  the 
processors  pay  a  tax,  and  the  facts  are 
that  the  Federal  Government  has  actu¬ 
ally  had  a  profit  through  the  operation 
of  this  tax.  The  purpose  of  the  tax,  I 
am  sure  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
understands,  was  to  compensate  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugar,  particularly  beet  sugar, 
because  of  the  imposition  of  high  labor 
costs  in  the  industry. 

Actually,  the  record  shows  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  not  collected 
taxes  from  the  consumers  of  sugar  ex¬ 
cept  indirectly. 

When  we  consider  the  huge  subsidies 
paid,  from  taxes  collected  by  the  Federal 
Government,  to  the  merchant  marine,  for 
instance,  for  operating  differentials,  in 
order  to  raise  the  standard  of  pay  for 
American  seamen,  certainly  there  is  lit¬ 
tle  justification  for  contending  at  this 
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time  that  the  sugar  beet  industry  of  this 
country  makes  a  showing  that  it  re¬ 
quires  a  subsidy  in  order  to  operate  prof¬ 
itably.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  will  agree 
with  that  statement  generally. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  to  say  that 
I  am  certainly  not  now  speaking  to  jus¬ 
tify  the  subsidies  paid  to  the  merchant 
marine.  We  shall  have  to  call  on  the 
Senator  from  Washington  to  do  that. 

I  should  like  to  make  a  comparison 
of  the  attitude  of  the  administration 
toward  cotton.  We  asked  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  increase  the  relief  by 
5  percent.  He  would  not  think  of  doing 
it.  As  everybody  in  the  Senate  knows, 
he  turned  us  down.  He  would  not  grant 
us  relief  as  to  cotton.  Consequently, 
cotton  cultivation  has  been  decreased  to 
17  million  acres. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  list  showing  the 
payments  made  to  the  various  States 
under  the  sugar  program.  In  Idaho  the 
farmers  received,  in  1937,  $1,180,543.  In 
1952  they  received  $2,596,000.  That  is  an 
average  of  $806  per  farm.  I  think  that  is 
more  than  the  average  net  income  of  the 
farmers  of  my  State  from  all  crops.  I  am 
giving  only  the  cash  subsidies  paid  to 
the  farmers  in  Idaho. 

I  do  not  blame  the  Senator  for  think¬ 
ing  this  is  wonderful  legislation.  I  would 
probably  think  so  if  I  were  in  his  place. 
But  when  I  think  legislation  is  to  be  used 
to  the  detriment  of  legitimate  farmers, 
such  as  rice  farmers,  I  think  it  is  inex¬ 
cusable,  and  I  believe  proponents  are 
going  too  far  in  seeking  to  increase  their 
quotas  at  the  expense  of  the  markets  of 
the  farmers  in  my  State.  That  is  what 
would  be  done  if  the  provisions  of  the 
act  were  to  be  extended  6  years.  Con¬ 
gress  would  not  have  an  opportunity  to 
look  at  the  question  again  for  6  years. 
The  quotas  would  be  revised,  and  the 
quotas  for  the  people  who  buy  our  rice 
would  be  reduced  relatively. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  has 
made  some  allusions  to  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  and  his  apparent  sponsorship  of  the 
legislation.  Surely  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  knows  that  the  original  Sugar 
Act  was  enacted  in  1935,  and  was  ex¬ 
tended  in  1937,  in  1941,  in  1943,  and  in 
1946.  So  far  as  Secretary  Benson’s  re¬ 
sponsibility  is  concerned,  we  cannot 
hold  him  liable  for  what  took  place 
many  years  prior  to  his  becoming  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  is  aware  of  that  fact. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly  I  am. 
What  I  said  was  that  he  shows  a  very 
great  inconsistency  in  his  attitude  be¬ 
tween  subsidies,  if  we  may  call  them 
subsidies,  in  the  way  of  support  prices, 
as  between  cotton,  certain  other  com¬ 
modities,  and  sugar.  He  has  been  very 
critical  of  all  other  programs.  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  remembers  the  speech  the 
Secretary  made  in  which  he  said  he 
though  subsidies  paid  to  farmers  cor¬ 
rupted  them. 

.  I  should  think  he  would  be  very  much 
ashamed  of  the  corruption  he  is  spread¬ 
ing  in  the  sugar  industry.  They  must 
be  in  terrible  shape  if  the  subsidy  is 
affecting  adversely  their  moral  fiber. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Barkley  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen- 


1955 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


11211 


ator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  has  no  desire  to  disparage  either 
the  cotton  industry  or  the  rice  industry. 
Cotton  and  rice  are  exportable  commod¬ 
ities,  whereas  in  the  case  of  sugar,  we 
produce  only  from  28  to  30  percent  of 
the  sugar  we  consume.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  will  not  contend 
that  we  should  forego  the  normal  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  production  of  beet  sugar 
and  cane  sugar  in  the  United  States  to 
meet  increased  consumption.  In  case  of 
a  war — as  occurred  during  World  War 
I — we  would  be  at  the  complete  mercy 
of  the  foreign  producers  of  sugar,  with 
the  result  that  the  price  would  rise  to 
a  very  high  point — as  during  World 
War  I,  when  it  rose  to  approximately 
30  cents  a  pound. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Did  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  refer  to  “normal  expansion”? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Sometimes  it 
amazes  me,  Mr.  President,  after  some 
programs  are  considered  paternalistic, 
to  observe  how  enthusiastic  some  Mem¬ 
bers  are  about  this  program,  in  which 
the  Government  is  used  to  pay  a  sub¬ 
sidy  for  the  production  of  sugar. 

Mr.  DWOl^HAK.  I  am  not  author¬ 
ized  to  speak  for  the  policy  of  the  indus¬ 
try  leaders  regarding  this  matter;  but 
I  point  out  that  the  only  reason  why 
the  processing  tax  was  levied  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  sugar  was  to  compensate  the 
sugar-beet  growers  for  restrictive  quotas 
and  for  the  increased  labor  costs  which 
were  imposed  on  the  industry  by  preced¬ 
ing  administrations.  That  was  not  done 
because  of  anything  the  sugar-beet  in¬ 
dustry  requested;  it  was  for  the  purpose 
of  being  an  offset  to  take  care  of  com¬ 
pulsory  labor  policies  which  were  forced 
upon  the  industry.  That  is  what  the 
record  will  show. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  to  see 
that  record,  for  I  have  never  heard  of  it. 
Does  the  Senator  from  Idaho  mean  to 
say  that  the  Government  forced  the  beet- 
sugar  growers  to  pay  high  wages  for  the 
production? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  That  is  entirely 
correct,  for  the  labor  standards  were 
placed  above  the  then  existing  wage 
levels;  and  in  order  to  take  care  of  that 
situation,  the  Congress  in  the  late  thirties 
levied  the  processing  tax,  to  offset  in¬ 
creased  production  cost.  It  was  recog¬ 
nized  that  we  must  have  a  domestic 
cane-sugar  industry  and  a  domestic  beet- 
sugar  industry,  so  that  we  shall  not  be 
entirely  dependent  upon  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  would  be  correct  in 
saying  that  we  imposed  minimum  wages 
on  farm  workers  in  1934. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  It  was  for  the 
handling  of  the  beet-sugar  crop.  The 
date  may  not  be  that  far  back,  but  it 
was  at  least  in  1937. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Furthermore,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  it  is  the  producer,  not  the 
processor  or  shipper,  who  receives  that 
payment,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Yes,  the  producer 
receives  compensation  for  the  higher 


labor  standards  and  wages  placed  on  the 
industry. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Of  course,  I  am  not 
an  authority  on  labor  legislation,  I  am 
frank  to  say;  but  it  is  news  to  me  that 
by  means  of  legislation  there  was  a 
direct  requirement  for  the  payment  of 
wages  higher  than  the  normal  wages. 
If  the  Senator  from  Idaho  means  there 
was  a  general  rise  in  wages,  because  of 
changing  economic  conditions,  of  course, 
that  is  true.  But  that  was  an  indirect 
process. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Perhaps  I  can  shed 
a  little  light  on  this  matter.  Prior  to 
the  Democratic  administrations  in  the 
1930’s,  the  raising  of  sugar  beets  in  the 
West  was  a  family  business;  and  the 
laborious  task  of  thinning  and  topping 
the  beets  was  performed  by  the  teen-age 
youngsters.  In  fact,  the  high  schools 
regularly  had  “beet  sugar  vacations,”  as 
they  were  called,  in  the  spring  and  in  the 
fall. 

Congress  then  required  the  use  of 
labor  at  the  normal  standards,  and  on  a 
basis  which  would  have  put  the  sugar- 
beet  industry  out  of  business,  if  it  had 
not  been  for  the  kind  of  relief  provided 
by  this  measure. 

Although  the  processing  tax  or  sub¬ 
sidy,  as  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  calls 
it,  goes  to  the  producer - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  does  the 
Senator  from  Utah  call  it?  Is  it  not  a 
subsidy? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  given  to  him  in 
order  that  he  may  pay  higher  contracts 
to  the  producers.  The  producer — not 
the  refiner — is  the  one  who  gets  the  ben¬ 
efit  from  this  program. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes;  I  agree  it  is 
the  producer  who  receives  the  benefit. 
I  hope  I  did  not  say  anything  to  the 
contrary. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  state  that 
prior  to  1934,  we  had  high  tariffs  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  sugarcane  growers  and  also  the 
beet-sugar  producers. 

When  the  Jones-Costigan  Act  was 
passed,  instead  of  relying  on  the  high 
tariff,  the  Congress  decided  on  the  quota 
system;  and  in  order  to  offset  the  failure 
to  collect  the  tariff,  a  sales  tax  of  one- 
half  cent  a  pound  was  imposed  on  sugar. 
As  a  result,  in  the  case  of  a  country  such 
as  Cuba,  which  then  provided  most  of 
our  offshore  sugar,  what  happened  was 
that  the  tariff,  insofar  as  Cuba  was  con¬ 
cerned,  was  cut  in  half.  By  that  method 
the  producers  of  both  sugarcane  and 
sugar  beets  were  protected,  through  the 
collection  of  the  sales  tax  of  one-half 
cent  a  pound.  But  in  doing  so,  the  law 
provided  for  a  decrease  in  the  tariff,  so 
as  to  afford  our  neighbor,  Cuba,  more 
profit  on  the  production  of  sugarcane. 
That,  together  with  what  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Idaho  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah  have 
stated,  was  the  reason  why  this  excess 
tax  was  imposed,  in  lieu  of  the  high 
tariff. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield,  to  per¬ 
mit  me  to  make  the  Record  clear  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  processing  tax? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  in  just  a  moment. 

First,  I  desire  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  telegram  from  Gen.  Carlos  P. 
Romulo.  In  submitting  the  telegram  for 
printing  in  the  Record,  I  wish  to  read  a 
brief  paragraph  of  the  telegram,  as 
follows: 

If  at  this  late  hour  In  the  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  a  full  and  fair  presentation  of  the 
case  for  Philippine  sugar  might  not  be  feasi¬ 
ble,  we  believe  we  could  get  a  fairer  hearing 
if  action  on  the  sugar  bill  is  postponed  until 
the  next  session,  since  the  principal  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  are  not  to  take  effect  in  the 
current  year  in  any  event. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  the  telegram, 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  1,  1955. 
Hon.  J.  W.  Ftjlbbight, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  special  envoy  to  the  United  States  of 
President  Magsaysay,  of  the  Philippines,  I 
appeal  for  your  assistance  in  preventing  an 
injustice  to  the  Philippines  which  alone 
among  foreign  suppliers  of  sugar  is  being 
singled  out  for  exclusion  from  participation 
in  increased  quotas.  Due  to  increases  in 
consumption  of  sugar  in  the  proposed  sugar 
bill,  pending  consideration  by  the  Senate,  we 
feel  we  need  it  the  most  because  of  trade 
dehcits,  inflation,  and  unemployment  result¬ 
ing  from  the  destruction  of  our  national 
economy  in  the  last  war.  On  June  14  I  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  Government  an 
expression  of  our  anxiety  at  reports  that 
proposed  sugar  legislation  gave  no  participa¬ 
tion  to  Philippines  in  future  increases  of 
United  States  sugar  consumption  which  pro¬ 
vision  is  envisaged  in  the  so-called  Langley- 
Laurel  agreement.  Our  people  respect  prior¬ 
ity  of  American  domestic  producers  but  do 
feel  a  moral  right  to  share  in  substantial 
quota  increases  allotted  to  offshore  and  for¬ 
eign  producers.  During  the  period  of  war 
and  the  following  period  of  reconstruction 
the  Philippines  was  unable  to  market  in  this 
county  8  million  tons  of  sugar  of  the  quota 
to  which  she  was  entitled,  and  other 
foreign  suppliers  covered  this  deficit  upon 
which  the  United  States  Government  col¬ 
lected  some  $100  million  in  Import  duties. 
The  sugar  Industry  is  among  the  first  prin¬ 
cipal  Philippines  Industries  to  recover  from 
the  ravages  of  the  last  war  and  is  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  assist  greatly  in  the  solution  of  our 
problems  of  unemployment,  trade  deficits, 
and  inflation.  The  stabilizing  of  our  na¬ 
tional  economy  would  greatly  aid  us  in  our 
desire,  after  having  successfully  contained 
communism  in  our  own  country,  to  play  a 
full  part  in  containing  it  in  our  part  of  the 
world,  where  half  of  humanity  lives,  and 
where  communism  and  neutralism  are  mak¬ 
ing  gains. 

If  at  this  late  hour  in  the  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  a  full  and  fair  presentation  of  the  case 
for  Philippine  sugar  might  not  be  feasible, 
we  believe  we  could  get  a  fairer  hearing  if 
action  on  the  sugar  bill  is  postponed  until 
the  next  session,  since  the  principal  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  are  not  to  take  effect  in  the 
current  year  in  any  event. 

Gen.  Carlos  P.  Romulo. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
memorandum  from  John  A.  O’Donnell, 
counsel  of  the  Philippine  Sugar  Asso¬ 
ciation;  and  also  a  telegram  from  Joseph 
M.  Creed,  counsel  of  the  American  Bak¬ 
ers  Association;  and  a  telegram  from 
W.  E.  Murray,  president  of  the  Philip- 
pine-American  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Memorandum  to  Senator  Fulbright  re  H.  R. 

7030,  To  Amend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 

Mr.  President,  you  are  all  aware  of  the  fact 
that  this  body  passed  duringthe  last  2  weeks 
amendments  to  the  Philippine  Trade  Act, 
which  amendments  are  now  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States.  These  amend¬ 
ments  become  effective  in  January  1956  and 
article  III  thereof  authorizes  the  Philippines 
to  ask  for  a  portion  of  the  increase  in  United 
States  sugar  consumption  which  occur  every 
year  by  reason  of  our  population  (135,000  tons 
per  annum) . 

PHILIPPINE  economy:  IT  IS  STILL  FAR  FROM 
COMPLETE  RECOVERY 

The  Philippine  Islands,  which  always  had 
a  favorable  balance  of  trade  with  us  and  with 
the  world  before  the  war,  have  piled  up  a 
tremendous  deficit  during  the  years  of  recon¬ 
struction  and  rehabilitation.  It  is  sig¬ 
nificant  to  note  in  this  connection  that,  in 
the  8  year  period  before  the  war,  1934—41, 
the  Philippines  had  a  total  favorable  balance 
of  trade  with  the  United  States  of  $257  mil¬ 
lion  (imports,  $621  million;  exports,  $878 
million):  in  the  8-year  period  after  the  war, 
1946-53,  the  Philippines  had  a  total  negative 
trade  balance  with  the  United  States  of 
$1,268  million  (imports,  $2,861  million;  ex¬ 
ports,  $1,593  million). 

The  country  is  still  plagued  by  inflation 
and  unemployment  and  has  had  to  adopt 
strict  currency  and  import  controls.  These 
conditions  prevail,  even  though  there  have 
been  pronounced  strides  toward  full  recovery. 

There  is  no  question  in  the  mind  of  anyone 
familiar  with  that  part  of  the  world  that  the 
Philippines  are  determined  to  do  everything 
possible  to  improve  the  stability  of  their 
economy,  and  to  raise  the  standard  of  living 
of  the  people.  Continued  growth  and  expan¬ 
sion  of  Philippine  industries  could  further 
the  attainment  of  those  goals  much  more 
effectively,  than  any  outside  aid. 

THE  PHILIPPINE  SUGAR  INDUSTRY 

The  Philippine  sugar  industry  emerged 
from  World  War  II  completely  paralyzed  with 
most  of  the  factories  destroyed  and  the  farms 
laid  waste  and  abandoned.  Recovery  and  re¬ 
habilitation  of  the  industry  was  handicapped 
by  the  universal  shortages  of  machinery  and 
equipment.  Sugar  plantations  had  to  be 
reconditioned  for  resumption  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  but,  due  to  the  lack  of  cane  seeds, 
shortage  of  work  animals,  agricultural  imple¬ 
ments  and  supplies,  the  area  under  cultiva¬ 
tion  could  only  be  increased  gradually.  Con¬ 
sequently  despite  the  efforts  and  sacrifices  of 
both  planters  and  mill  owners  and  the  gener¬ 
ous  assistance  of  the  United  States  and 
Philippine  Governments,  it  took  the  industry 
8  years  to  completely  recover  its  prewar 
status.  In  the  13-year  period  1941-53,  the 
Philippines  could  only  ship  to  the  United 
States  4,433,501  short  tons  out  of  its  total 
quota  of  12,376,000  short  tons,  thus  giving 
up  as  deficits  a  total  of  7,952,499  short  tons. 

These  deficits  totaling  nearly  8  million 
short  tons,  valued  at  approximately  a  billion 
dollars,  were  filled  by  foreign  suppliers,  prin¬ 
cipally  Cuba,  which  thereby  benefited  by 
the  failure  of  the  Philippines  as  a  result  of 
the  war.  The  United  States  Government 
collected  approximately  $100  million  in  cus¬ 
toms  duties  on  these  Philippine  deficits  sup¬ 


plied  by  Cuba  and  other  foreign  countries. 
It  would  therefore  be  but  fair  that  now  that 
It  has  recovered  its  prewar  status  the  Philip¬ 
pines  should  be  allowed  to  participate  with 
these  areas  in  any  Increase  in  the  United 
States  consumption.  Any  such  Increase  ac¬ 
corded  the  Philippines  will  neither  prejudice 
the  present  quota  of  any  of  these  foreign 
areas,  nor  affect  the  quotas  of  the  domestic 
areas,  since  the  Philippines  will  only  receive 
its  proportionate  share  of  any  improvement 
in  the  United  States  sugar  consumption. 

CLOSE  ECONOMIC  TIES  WITH  THE  PHILIPPINES 

Further,  please  bear  in  mind  that  the 
Philippines  have  always  had  close  economic 
ties  with  our  country.  They  are  the  ninth 
best  market  for  American  exports.  Seventy 
to  eighty  percent  of  their  imports  come  from 
us.  In  1953  we  sold  them  $351  million  of 
our  products.  Since  so  much  is  made  of 
the  effects  of  quotas  on  trade  with  this  coun¬ 
try,  it  is  Interesting  to  note  that  another 
foreign  supplier  with  200  percent  more  quota 
than  the  Philippines  is  buying. only  20  per¬ 
cent  more  of  American  products.  The  dol¬ 
lars  which  our  people  spend  in  purchasing 
Philippine  sugar  and  other  products  come 
right  back  to  us  in  the  form  of  purchases 
of  American  products  which  the  Philippines 
so  badly  need  for  reconstruction  and  re¬ 
habilitation. 

The  Philippines  are  the  first  or  second 
best  foreign  market  for  a  large  number  of 
American  products,  among  them  cotton 
manufactures,  cigarettes,  dairy  products, 
wheat  flour,  galvanized  steel  sheets,  rubber 
and  manufactures,  fertilizer  materials,  toilet 
preparations,  soaps,  educational  textbooks, 
and  dozens  of  other  products.  They  also  are 
a  big  buyer  of  iron  and  steel  products,  min¬ 
eral  oil,  automobiles  apd  parts,  electrical  ma¬ 
chinery.  paper,  chemicals  and  drugs,  leather 
and  manufactures  thereof,  silk  and  rayon 
manufactures,  fruits,  and  other  products. 

The  strengthening  of  our  trade  ties  with 
the  Philippines  would  be  advantageous  to 
both  countries.  In  particular,  it  would  aid 
the  Philippines  in  bolstering  her  economy, 
thus  Insuring  a  stUl  higher  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  for  the  people.  This  accomplishment,  of 
course,  would  have  far-reaching  effects  on 
the  entire  situation  in  the  Pacific  and  the 
Far  East.  1  repeat  that  the  Philippines  pre¬ 
sent  the  showcase  of  democracy  in  that  area, 
and  that  other  countries  of  that  region  are 
closely  watching  the  Philippines  and  every¬ 
thing  that  happens  there. 

Let  me  mention  just  a  few  more  items  In 
the  structure  of  our  connecting  bridge  with 
the  Philippines: 

Under  our  mutual-defense  pact  with  the 
Philippines,  we  have  established  important 
military,  naval,  and  aerial  bases  in  their 
country. 

Under  our  trade  agreement  with  them  our 
Investments  are  guaranteed  the  same  pro¬ 
tection  and  privileges  as  those  of  their  own 
nationals. 

Under  the  dynamic  leadership  of  President 
Magsaysay,  the  Philippines  is  undergoing  a 
program  of  development  and  strengthening 
their  economy,  so  that  they  may  better  cope 
with  the  threat  of  communism. 

The  Philippine  sugar  industry  is  the  first 
major  Industry  of  the  country  to  fully  re¬ 
cover  from  the  effects  of  the  war,  and  is  in  a 
position  to  contribute  toward  Increased  em- 
ploymetn  and  improvement  in  her  trade  bal¬ 
ances. 

Despite  the  many  difficult  problems  that 
beset  the  sugar  industry,  the  industry  is  con- 
tributing  its  full  share  toward  the  support 
of  the  national  economic  structure.  Re¬ 
sulting  advantages  in  the  Philippines  are 
shared  by  the  United  States. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  friend, 
ally,  and  major  purchaser  of  United  States 
products,  respectfully  and  earnestly  asks 
that  under  any  new  sugar  legislation,  she  be 


allowed  to  share  in  increases  in  quotas  due 
to  increase  of  United  States  consumption 
above  present  levels.  The  Philippines  is  not 
asking  an  Increase  in  her  basic  quota.  She 
only  requests  the  reestablishment  of  the 
principle  of  proportionate  sharing  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  original  sugar-quota  system,  so 
that  she  may  be  given  the  same  right  enjoyed 
by  all  domestic  and  foreign  areas  to  parti¬ 
cipate  proportionately  in  increases  in  quota 
due  to  increase  in  United  States  consump¬ 
tion. 

Such  action  would  be  in  harmony  with  the 
unique  economic  relationship  with  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  which  our  country  established  and 
a  recognition  of  the  loss  to  this  courageous 
country  due  to  the  war  of  some  8  million 
tons  which  might  have  otherwise  been  ex¬ 
ported  to  the  United  States.  Finally,  it  is 
another  manifestation  of  the  Interest  of  the 
United  States  in  the  development  of  the 
Philippines  which  is  a  major  bulwark  against 
the  expansion  of  Asiatic  communism. 
president’s  message 

In  this  connection,  I  should  like  to  recall 
that  on  April  II  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  a  message  to  Congress  stressed  the 
need  for  intensifying  our  cooperation  with 
the  free  nations  of  southeast  Asia  in  their 
efforts  to  achieve  economic  development  and 
a  rising  standard  of  living.  I  quote  from  his 
message : 

■’The  motivation  behind  this  cooperation 
Is  twofold :  Our  fixed  belief  in  the  worth  and 
dignity  of  the  human  individual  whatever 
his  race  or  flag  may  be,  and  our  dedication  to 
the  principle  that  the  fruits  of  national 
growth  must  be  widely  shared  in  every  so¬ 
ciety. 

"As  a  people  we  Insist  that  the  dignity  of 
the  individual  and  his  manifold  rights  re¬ 
quire  for  their  preservation  a  constantly 
expanding  economic  base.  We  are  convinced 
that  our  continued  economic,  cultural,  and 
spiritual  progress  are  furthered  by  similar 
progress  everywhere.  •  •  • 

"We  seek  to  evolve  a  consistent  and  stable 
economic  policy  which  will  assist  free  na¬ 
tions  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  a  sound 
growth  for  their  economies.” 

John  A.  O’Donnell, 
Counsel,  Philippine  Sugar  Association. 


Washington,  D.  C.,  July  31,  1955. 
Senator  J.  W.  Fulbright, 

United  States  Senate: 

Following  wire  sent  today  to  Senator  Harry 
Byrd  :  “Understand  your  committee  will  hold 
hearing  Monday  morning  on  H.  R.  7030  which 
would  amend  and  extend  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 
Industrial  sugar  users  as  consumers  of  over 
65  percent  of  all  sugar  are  vitally  interested 
in  this  legislation.  Users  and  consumers 
Interests  seriously  damaged  by  bill  as  passed 
by  House.  Would  greatly  appreciate  your 
scheduling  us  to  testify.”  Appreciate  any 
assistance  you  can  give. 

Joseph  M.  Creed, 

Counsel,  American  Bakers  Association. 


New  York,  N.  Y.,  August  1,  1955. 
Senator  J.  W.  Fulbright, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

This  chamber  representing  130  major 
American  firms  doing  business  in  and  with 
the  Philippines  feels  that  the  bill  to  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  now  before  the  Senate 
discriminates  against  the  Philippines,  a  coun¬ 
try  with  which  we  have  had  special  rela¬ 
tions  for  many  years,  in  that  the  Philippines 
is  the  only  country  omitted  from  considera¬ 
tion  for  a  proportionate  share  of  any  sugar- 
quota  increases  to  foreign  suppliers  result¬ 
ing  from  increased  United  States  consump¬ 
tion.  We  hope  that  the  Senate  will  find  time 
at  this  late  hour  to  remedy  this  apparent 
omission  so  as  to  give  the  Philippines  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  strengthen  their  economy  in  the 
critical  days  ahead.  The  Philippines,  our 
best  and  proven  friend  in  the  Far  East, 
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urgently  needs  whatever  assistance  Is  pos¬ 
sible  in  helping  to  build  their  economy  with 
the  result  a  stronger  democracy  to  back  up 
the  Philippines,  the  site  of  our  most  impor¬ 
tant  air  and  naval  bases  in  the  Far  East. 

W.  E.  Mtjekay, 

President,  the  Philippine-American 
Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
since  there  were  no  hearings,  and  since 
these  persons  did  not  have  an  opportun¬ 
ity  to  express  their  views  on  this  ques¬ 
tion,  I  think  the  least  we  can  do  is  print 
their  communications  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  I 
invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  to  Agricultural  Information 
Bulletin,  No.  Ill,  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agricultui’e,  for  July  1953, 
on  page  15.  The  language  is  as  follows; 

Conditional  payments  are  financed  out  of 
the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury.  However, 
a  tax  on  sugar  provides  funds  for  the  Treas¬ 
ury  which  more  than  offset  the  total  of  all 
conditional  payments  plus  the  costs  incurred 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Sugar  Act.  This  tax  is  in  the 
amount  of  one-half  cent  a  pound,  raw  value, 
on  all  sugar  processed  and  imported  for 
direct  consumption.  It  is  imposed  on  do¬ 
mestic  processors,  principally  beet  proces¬ 
sors  and  refiners,  and  importers  of  direct- 
consumption  sugar  by  the  Sugar  Act, 
through  an  amendment  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code. 

As  indicated  in  the  section  on  proportion¬ 
ate  shares,  conditional  payments  act  as  an 
incentive  to  growers  to  adjust  their  pro¬ 
duction  to  the  quota  and  carryover  needs. 
But  this  payment  system  also  has  3  other 
objectives.  These  other  objectives  are:  (1) 
To  help  provide  adequate  incomes  to  grow¬ 
ers:  (2)  to  assure  growers  and  field  workers 
a  fair  sharing  of  returns  to  the  industry; 
and  (3)  to  prevent  the  employment  of  child 
labor  in  field  work. 

The  first  objective  is  accomplished  by 
augmenting  grower  income  through  condi¬ 
tional  payments.  The  second  and  third  ob¬ 
jectives  are  achieved  by  requiring  growers 
to  observe  certain  conditions  in  order  to  re¬ 
ceive  conditional  payments. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  dispute  about  it,  but  all 
subsidies  are  paid  by  taxes  of  one  sort 
or  another.  Those  taxes  are  paid  by 
the  consumers  of  America. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  that  at  5  o’clock  and  32  minutes 
morning  business  will  be  concluded,  and 
the  unfinished  business  will  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  The  motion  now  pend¬ 
ing  will  lapse.  There  is  not  very  much 
time  left. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  motion  now 
pending  will  lapse  at  5:32? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  will. 
It  can  be  renewed,  if  the  Senator  mak¬ 
ing  it  obtains  recognition  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  can  speak  until 
5:32,  and  it  will  lapse. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  to  a  study  made  by 
a  member  of  the  House  Special  Study 
Mission  to  Cuba,  in  the  83d  Congress, 
2d  session  which  was  printed  for  the 
use  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs.  It  was  made  by  Representative 
Albert  P.  Morano,  of  Connecticut.  It 
is  an  excellent  description  of  Cuba’s  re¬ 


lation  to  this  country,  and  points  out 
the  importance  of  Cuban  trade  with  this 
country.  Cuba  is  the  sixth  most  im¬ 
portant  market.  Among  other  things, 
in  addition  to  rice,  she  bought  $23  mil¬ 
lion  of  cotton,  $18  million  of  lard,  $30 
million  of  chemicals,  $28  million  of  au¬ 
tomobiles,  and  so  forth,  totaling  $426 
million.  So  she  is  a  very  important  cus¬ 
tomer  of  this  country.  The  Sugar  Act 
is  the  principal  present  limit  upon  any 
increase  in  that  trade. 

I  also  wish  to  complete  the  statement 
which  I  indicated  a  moment  ago  would 
bear  out  what  I  believe  to  be  the  truth 
with  regard  to  rice. 

In  1949-50  we  exported  to  Cuba 
6,111,628  hundredweight  of  milled  rice. 
In  1950-51,  the  export  figure  for  milled 
rice  went  up  to  6,959,708.  That  figure 
dropped  in  1953-54  to  4,655,390  hun¬ 
dredweight.  During  the  same  period, 
from  1950  to  1955,  imports  of  sugar  from 
Cuba  to  the  United  States  declined  from 
3,265,088  short  tons  raw  value,  to  2,667,- 
840,  or  a  drop  of  not  quite  1  million  tons. 
However,  relatively,  and  percentagewise, 
it  is  approximately  the  same  amount. 
In  other  words,  as  we  cut  off  the  sales 
of  sugar  by  Cuba  to  this  country,  sales 
of  rice  and  other  things  to  Cuba  have 
been  cut  off.  Rice  is  the  principal  prod¬ 
uct. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  purely  coincidence 
that  the  reduction  in  imports  of  Cuban 
sugar  was  accompanied  by  a  reduction 
in  our  exports  of  rice. 

The  sugar  bill  is  important,  not  be¬ 
cause  it  is  an  item  of  defense — because  I 


do  not  think  it  has  any  relationship  to 
defense — but  because  of  the  extent  of 
the  subsidy  which  is  collected  from  the 
consumers  of  this  country. 

A  moment  ago  reference  was  made  to 
Florida,  which  is  1  of  the  2  cane-produc¬ 
ing  States. 

As  I  said,  I  believe  the  cane  producers 
are  the  legitimate  producers  of  sugar. 
Insofar  as  they  can  supply  the  market  in 
a  natural  way,  I  would  have  no  objection 
if  they  were  to  participate  in  the  same 
kind  of  support  price  subsidy — if  we  wish 
to  call  it  that — or  program  that  produc¬ 
ers  of  other  commodities,  like  rice,  for 
example,  participate  in. 

In  1953,  as  an  example  of  the  extent 
of  it,  Florida  cane  producers  received 
$1,330,495.  The  average  payment  per 
farm  was  $53,220.  Naturally,  that  is 
quite  a  sum  of  money.  There  is  nothing 
comparable  to  that  at  all. 

As  I  said  a  while  ago,  however,  the  Ha- 
waiians  are  the  greatest  beneficiaries  of 
the  program,  especially  the  larger  grow¬ 
ers.  One  of  them,  as  I  mentioned  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago,  received  $1,051,000.  Then 
there  are  approximately  25  others  who 
have  received  more  than  $100,000. 
There  are  several  who  have  received  over 
$300,000,  and  2  or  3  over  $500,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  list,  prepared  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  Sugar  Division, 
dated  August  1955,  of  the  producers  who 
have  received  more  than  $100,000. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


Names  of  persons  receiving  Sugar  Act  payments  of  $100,000  {rounded  to  nearest  dollar) 

of  more 


Name  of  producer 


Amount  of  payment 


1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

$163,  902 

$150,  784 

$133,839 

$151,694 

$166,  920 

$180,  726 

215,398 

234,  544 

235, 271 

247,  724 

291 , 793 

282,  935 

318,698 

308, 085 

320,  733 

30f),  657 

313,  439 

311,5:^4 

187,735 

166,  655 

138,607 

148,  456 

172, 715 

192,  840 

267, 392 

245,150 

248,  577 

2.31,4.39 

309,  421 

243,  824 

169, 150 

160,  866 

156,  710 

176,  577 

192,  448 

163, 104 

131,233 

152,  491 

164,  544 

173,  685 

189,  985 

180,  6,56 

329,  718 

3,56,  780 

374,  432 

352,  851 

404,  092 

360,  627 

154, 176 

156,  795 

179, 352 

195,  295 

225,  550 

219,179 

270,  642 

271, 995 

238,  720 

295, 032 

261,  954 

205, 141 

180,  275 

147,  556 

113,804 

163,  743 

201,  628 

230, 196 

140,  893 

149,  417 

159,  764 

172,  298 

176.  535 

176,  446 

167,  277 

171,124 

154,  454 

175, 589 

194, 619 

203,  524 

131,589 

149, 086 

155, 361 

172,  693 

170,610 

171,911 

297,  254 

290, 393 

253,  490 

302,  340 

329.  637 

325,  21  ;4 

394,  380 

375,  705 

36a,  661 

392,  831 

388,  238 

397,  586 

122,  825 

119,781 

123,  777 

133,  563 

1,57,  771 

145,  205 

262,012 

206,  985 

270,  892 

292,  851 

294,  385 

285,441 

260,  061 

270,  457 

289,  384 

288,  729 

308,  685 

288,  002 

473,  508 

461,941 

473,  698 

506,  439 

608,  508 

498,  880 

954,  849 

974, 940 

1, 028,  502 

1,011,  005 

1,  085, 695 

1,  051,  5.sr) 

355,  598 

397, 691 

437, 180 

391,  671 

433,  037 

457,  358 

219,  844 

242,  421 

234, 159 

208. 979 

244,  940 

271.718 

401,725 

475, 195 

479, 118 

472,  58u 

489, 921 

489,  051 

178,  495 

178,  884 

181,  047 

187, 968 

201,  804 

195,  828 

600,  740 

588,  492 

600,  903 

608,  470 

613.  463 

672,  497 

483,  601 

610,  227 

622,311 

524, 113 

450,  332 

51/,  1  iO 

692.  452 

615.  026 

658.  835 

789, 158 

750,  633 

702.  564 

(0 

(*) 

(>) 

125,  343 

158,  148 

119,  015 

0) 

127,  675 

(b 

135, 124 

138,  488 

(?) 

177,  418 

232,  478 

165,  863 

226,  256 

234,  416 

(') 

143,  447 

166,  330 

127,  713 

234,  696 

227,  073 

(b 

HAWAII 


Hakalau  Plantation  Co. . . 

Hamakua  Mill  Co _ 

Hawaiian  Agricultural  Co - 

Hilo  Sugar  Plantation  Co - 

Honokaa  Sugar  Co - 

Hutchinson  Sugar  Plantation  Co - 

Kaiwiki  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd - 

Kohala  Sugar  Co _ 

Laupahoehoe  Sugar  Co - 

Olaa  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd - 

Onomea  Sugar  Co _ _ _ 

Paauhau  Sugar  Plantation  Co - 

Pepeekeo  Sugar  Co _ 

Gay  &  Robinson _ 

Grove  Farm  Co.,  Ltd - 

Kekaha  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd . . . 

Kilauea  Sugar  Plantation  Co . . 

McBryde  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd - 

Olokele  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd - 

The  Lihue  Plantation  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Hawaiian  Commercial  &  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd.. 

Pioneer  Mill  Co.,  Ltd _ _ _ 

Wailuku  Sugar  Co - 

Fwa  Plantation  Co _ 

Kahuku  Plani.ation  Co _ 

Oahu  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd... . . . 

Waialua  Agi'iculture  Co.,  Ltd - 


FLORIDA 


U.  S.  Sugar  Corp . . 

Okedanta  Sugar  Refinery, 


Inc.. 


LOUISIANA 


Qodfhaux  Sugars,  Lie _ 

South  Coast  Corp _ 

Southdown  Sugars,  Inc.. 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Names  of  persons  receiving  Sugar  Act  payments  of  $100,000  {rounded  to  nearest  dollar) 

or  more — Continued 


— 

Amount  of  payment 

Name  of  producer 

1949-50 

1950-51 

1951-52 

1952-53 

1953-54 

PUERTO  RICO 

$608.  281 

$617,  988 

$610, 841 

$.555.  .599 

(’) 

142.  61X1 

166,  707 

1,54,  701 

140. 143 

(■) 

429.  992 

344.  622 

388.  236 

336,  668 

(>) 

392,  770 

356,^)64 

308.  743 

337,  295 

(”) 

370,  861 

396. 125 

303,  867 

318,  746 

(») 

112.  484 

119,  704 

1 16.  589 

no.  194 

(*) 

107,  f)18 

(*) 

131,877 

109,  748 

(») 

103,  584 

101,  885 

(') 

(■) 

(“) 

112,682 

101,  430 

(') 

(') 

(“) 

1  Under  $100,000. 

•  Not  available  at  this  time. 

KoTE  —The  above  figures  of  payments  were  tabulated  according  to  the  records  in  the  Washington  ofilcc  of  the 
PiiP-ar  Division.  Inasmuch  as  rei)orts  for  processor-producors  only  have,  been  received  during  the  past  few  years, 
there  may  be  some  producei-s,  other  than  processors,  who  have  revived  payments  of  $100,000  or  more.  Uowcver, 


this  is  doubtful. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
a  very  unusual  program  that  can  tax  the 
American  consumers  to  the  extent  that 
a  million  dollars  is  paid  to  one  producer 
of  sugar  in  Hawaii  in  1954. 

Where  that  has  been  beneficial  to  this 
country  or  to  the  consumers  of  this 
country,  I  am  unable  to  say.  It  has 
grown  until  it  has  gotten  completely 
out  of  proportion  with  respect  to  other 
agricultural  programs.  I  am  strongly 
against  the  continuation  of  the  existing 
program. 

In  closing,  I  would  not  say  that  I  would 
oppose  any  program  for  sugar.  Of 
course  I  would  not.  As  I  said,  particu¬ 
larly  in  Louisiana  there  may  be  some 
beet  areas  that  may  need  some  help,  and 
I  understand  from  the  producers  that 
the  cost  of  labor  and  other  things  are 
such  that  they  must  have  a  subsidy  to 
survive.  However,  I  cannot  understand 
the  argument  that  we  must  follow  this 
kind  of  program  for  an  uneconomic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
prepared  a  statement  with  regard  to  the 
pending  sugar  legislation.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  be 
printed,  together  with  the  attached  ex¬ 
hibits,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman 

Grave  questions  are  raised  In  this  revised 
hill.  Provisions  have  been  Included  which, 
on  the  merits,  would  justify  my  vote  against 
this  bill,  even  though  I  was  a  cosponsor  of 
it  in  its  original  form. 

There  is,  in  section  6,  an  unsupportable 
discrimination  against  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  which,  in  the  allocation  of 
extra  quota,  are  placed  in  a  subordinate 
position  to  the  mainland  areas. 

I  cannot  agree  to  such  discrimination.  I 
am  unalterably  opposed  to  it. 

There  is  still  another  defect  in  this  bill — • 
the  treatment  of  the  Philippines.  I  think 
the  Philippines  should  be  given  a  preferred 
position. 

The  treatment  accorded  the  Philippines 
is  not  as  favorable  as  it  should  be.  I  hope 
this  can  be  remedied.  I  hope  it  will  be 
remedied. 

Returning  to  the  question  of  Puerto  Rico, 
let  me  recite  my  association  with  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  have  been  Interested  In  the  complex 
problems  connected  with  the  pending  amend¬ 


ments  to  the  Sugar  Act.  While  I  have  had 
some  reservations  as  to  the  precise  terms  of 
S.  1635  Introduced  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
I  was  pleased  to  join  with  him,  and  48  of  my 
colleagues  in  sponsoring  these  amendments. 

While  my  concern  with  this  legislation 
goes  to  many  facets  of  this  problem,  includ¬ 
ing  its  implications  for  our  foreign  relations, 
its  effect  on  labor  standards,  the  necessity  of 
providing  safeguards  for  the  sugar  producers 
and  refining  industries  In  the  United  States, 
and  the  Interests  of  our  consumers,  I  wish 
to  direct  my  remarks  to  the  problem  sur¬ 
rounding  the  quotas  allocated  to  Puerto 
Rico. 

At  the  time  I  joined  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
proposed  Sugar  Act  amendments,  I  wrote 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee  concerning  my  reser¬ 
vations  dealing  with  direct  consumption 
sugar  import  discriminations  against  Puerto 
Rico. 

I  attach  hereto  this  exchange  of  corre¬ 
spondence  to  be  printed  in  the  Record.  (See 
exhibit  I) . 

When  the  sugar  legislation  was  before 
the  Senate  in  August  1951,  I  expressed  the 
hope  that  the  refined-sugar  restrictions  in 
the  act  would  be  surveyed.  I  attach  hereto 
an  extract  from  my  remarks  at  that  time. 
(See  exhibit  II.) 

Since  that  time  impartial  commissions  of 
outstanding  public  men,  appointed  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  and  President  Eisenhower, 
have  emphasized  the  need  of  alleviating 
these  restrictions  placed  on  our  insular  pro¬ 
ducers.  I  attach  hereto  the  appropriate  ex¬ 
tracts  from  both  the  Bell  committee  report 
and  the  Randall  commission  report  on  this 
point.  (See  exhibit  III.) 

Unfortunately,  many  of  these  unwise  re¬ 
strictions  remain  in  the  bill  now  before  us, 
and  we  still  follow  the  unwise  practice  of 
treating  domestic  offshore  areas  such  as 
Puerto  Rico  on  a  different  and  less  favorable 
basis  than  that  given  to  our  mainland  pro¬ 
ducers  and  refiners. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  the  fact  that  18  years  ago.  Presi¬ 
dent  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  on  the  occasion 
of  signing  the  sugar  bill  enacted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  September  of  1937,  Inveighed 
against  the  restrictions  contained  in  that 
bill  on  the  shipment  of  refined  sugar  from 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
President  Roosevelt  stated  as  a  condition  of 
his  approval  of  the  bill  that  he  had  been 
given  assurances  of  the  termination  of  these 
restrictions  in  future  sugar  legislation.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  some  18  years  later,  these  re¬ 
strictions  are  still  with  us,  and  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  present  bill  before  the  Senate. 

I  attach  hereto  extracts  from  President 
Roosevelt’s  message  at  that  time.  (See  ex¬ 
hibit  IV.) 


Turning  to  the  specific  problem  of  Puerto 
Rico  as  we  find  it  in  the  present  proposed 
legislation,  I  would  point  out  that  when  the 
first  sugar  program  was  enacted  in  1934, 
Puerto  Rico  was  given  the  right  to  ship  to 
the  mainland  15.5  percent  of  its  total  quota 
in  the  form  of  refined  direct-consumption 
sugar.  In  the  ensuing  years  the  percentage 
of  refined  or  direct-consumption  sugar  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Puerto  Rican  quota  has  been 
gradually  reduced  to  the  11.7  percent  we  now 
find  in  the  present  bill.  This  has  been  a 
result  of  the  failure  to  increase  the  refined 
quota  for  Puerto  Rico  as  the  total  quota  has 
been  Increased.  Under  the  pending  measure 
it  is  proposed  to  make  this  smaller  percent¬ 
age  permanent. 

I  realize  the  difficulty  of  amending  the 
pending  measure  on  the  floor  at  this  late 
point  in  its  consideration.  I  have  given  con¬ 
sideration  to  proposing  an  amendment  which 
would  restore  the  original  percentage  of  15.5 
of  refined  Puerto  Rican  sugar  which  could  be 
brought  to  the  mainland.  I  feel  that  such 
an  amendment  is  more  than  justified — since 
it  would  only  give  recognition  of  the  pro¬ 
portion  which  was  originally  provided  for  in 
the  original  1934  legislation. 

I  will  not  offer  such  an  amendment  today. 
I  do  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
can  agree  with  me  that  this  is  a  matter 
which  needs  further  study,  and  perhaps  con¬ 
gressional  action  during  the  next  session  of 
Congress.  A  very  small  Increase  in  the  re¬ 
fined  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  would  have  far- 
reaching  implications  for  the  economy  of 
this  Island  which  is  confronted  with  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  economic  difficulties.  On  the  other 
hand,  such  ah  Increase  would  result  in  an 
infinitesimal  reduction  of  the  mainland  re¬ 
fined  quota. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  and  to  the 
others  who  have  struggled  with  this  com¬ 
plex  problem,  that  I  realize  some  benefits 
will  accrue  from  this  legislation  for  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Puerto  Rico.  I  had  hoped  that  they 
v/ould  be  greater  than  they  are,  but  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  pressures  and  difficulties  which  go 
with  the  drafting  and  passage  of  such  a  com¬ 
plicated  bill. 


Exhibit  I 

April  I,  1955. 

Senator  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Allen:  I  was  very  pleased  to  join 
with  you  in  the  introduction  of  a  sugar  bill 
to  replace  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  From  all  I 
can  ascertain  from  a  study  of  the  bill,  it  is 
sound  legislation — which  has  my  support — 
with  one  reservation  which  I  should  like  to 
bring  to  your  attention. 

First,  let  me  say  that  my  main  Interest  In 
this  bill — aside  from  the  Interest  of  New 
Yorkers  as  consumers — derives  from  our  close 
association  with  Puerto  Rico.  We  feel  a 
special  kinship  with  Puerto  Rico  and  a  special 
obligation  to  advocate  and  defend  her  inter¬ 
ests  in  Congress  and  elsewhere. 

The  provisions  of  your  bill  dealing  with 
direct  consumption  of  refined  sugar  have,  in 
my  judgment,  a  severely  discriminatory  effect 
upon  Puerto  Rico.  I  cannot  see  why  Puerto 
Rico  should  not  be  permitted  to  grind  and 
mill  all  the  additional  tonnage  of  sugar 
which  she  is  permitted  to  grow  under  the 
terms  of  your  proposal.  This  would  not  take 
away  from  the  mainland  refineries  any  of  the 
work  they  now  have,  as  far  as  Puerto  Rico  is 
concerned,  and  would,  at  the  same  time,  rec¬ 
ognize,  to  some  degree,  the  principle  that 
Puerto  Rico  is  an  integral  part  of  the  United 
States  and  should  not  be  discriminated 
against. 

If  an  amendment  to  achieve  the  above  pur¬ 
pose  is  offered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I 
shall  surely  support  it. 

In  other  respects,  without  regard  to  con¬ 
structive  suggestions  for  the  improvement  of 
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the  bill  of  which  I  am  not  now  aware,  I  am 
in  favor  of  the  bill  as  introduced. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely, 


Mat  2,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Allen:  Thank  you  very  much  lor 
your  letter  of  April  26,  and  for  your  good  rec¬ 
ognition  of  my  support  of  your  sugar  bill. 

I  have  heard  more  from  my  cosponsorship 
of  this  bill  than  from  almost  any  other  bill 
I  have  cosponsored  this  year.  Not  all  that  I 
have  heard  has  been  complimentary  to  me. 
I  hadn’t  really  realized  how  controversial  a 
sugar  bill  could  be. 

About  the  refined  sugar  quota,  and  your 
comment  on  my  reservation  regarding  it,  I 
have  heard  very  recently  from  my  Puerto 
Rican  friends,  including  Governor  Munoz- 
Marin.  He  feels  very  strongly  that  the  prin¬ 
ciple  involved  is  a  most  important  one  and 
he  urged  me  strongly  to  press  the  point  I 
had  made. 

I  do  not,  of  course,  know  what  I  shall  do 
when  the  bill  comes  to  the  floor — whether  or 
not  I  myself  will  propose  an  amendment.  I 
greatly  hope  that  something  can  be  worked 
out  that  is  satisfactory  to  the  Puerto  Ricans, 
before  the  bill  is  reported.  In  any  event,  I 
will  bear  in  mind  your  viewpoint  on  the 
matter. 

Yours  very  sincerely. 


United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Agriculture 

AND  Forestry, 
April  26,  1955. 

Hon.  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Herbert:  I  was  very  glad  to  get  your 
letter  of  April  1.  Believe  me,  I  was  pleasant¬ 
ly  surprised  when  I  looked  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  the  morning  after  I  introduced 
the  sugar  bill  to  find  that  you  had  added 
your  name  as  the  49th  cosponsor.  Your  sup¬ 
port  will  mean  much  to  us  in  our  efforts  to 
get  sugar  legislation  enacted  this  year. 

I  am  very  sympathetic  to  the  problem  that 
you  mention  in  your  letter,  but  I  do  hope 
that  the  question  can  be  postponed  for  some 
time  in  the  future.  What  we  are  trying  to 
do  this  year  is  to  get  the  law  changed  so  that 
the  domestic  producing  areas.  Including 
Fhierto  Rico,  can  get  a  reasonable  share  of 
the  increase  in  consumption  that  occurs 
each  year  as  a  result  of  our  population 
growth.  As  you  know,  under  the  present 
act  we  are  precluded  altogether  from  sharing 
in  this  increase,  and  98  percent  of  it  goes  to 
Cuba.  The  important  thing  this  year  is  to 
get  an  adjustment  in  the  method  of  allo¬ 
cating  this  annual  increase  in  consumption, 
and  I  sincerely  believe  that  the  best  interests 
of  the  Puerto  Ricans  will  be  served  if  they 
support  the  bill  which  you  and  I  have  spon¬ 
sored  in  the  Senate. 

With  kindest  personal  regards  and  best 
wishes,  I  am 

Sincerely, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 
United  States  Senator. 


Exhibit  II 

July  29,  1955. 

[FYom  the  Congressional  Record  of  August 
22,  1951,  p.  10714] 

Mr.  Lehman.  ♦  •  •  I  am  advised  that  the 
House  committee  report  contains  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  it  would  be  desirable  at  some 
future  time,  not  now,  to  resurvey  the  allo¬ 
cations  of  refined  sugars.  I  simply  want  to 
express  the  hope  that  that  will  be  done  in 
due  course. 

Mr.  Ellender.  Yes.  Of  course,  there  Is 
nothing  to  that  effect  in  the  bill  itself.  It  is 


only  a  suggestion  which  appears  in  the  House 
committee  report. 

Mr.  Lehman.  I  understand  that,  but  it 
seems  to  me  a  very  equitable  and  fair  sug¬ 
gestion,  and  I  wish  to  associate  myself  with 
it. 

Exhibit  III 

July  29,  1955. 

[From  the  Bell  committee  report] 

A  Report  to  President  Truman  by  the 
Public  Advisory  Board  for  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity,  February  1953,  on  a  Trade  and 
Taiuff  Policy  in  the  National  Interest 
The  entire  increase  in  sugar  supplied  by 
foreign  and  insular  producers  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  imported  in  the  form  of  either 
refined  or  raw  sugar.  It  is  unjust  to  limit 
severely  the  proportion  of  their  quotas  which 
these  producers  can  ship  as  refined  sugar. 
If  some  expansion  of  the  refining  Industry 
were  to  take  place  in  Cuba  or  other  off-shore 
areas  as  a  consequence  of  a  more  liberal 
policy  on  refined  sugar,  this  would  represent 
a  logical  industrial  development  for  those 
areas.  It  would  be  consistent  with  United 
States  policy  of  encouraging  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  stimulating  private  invest¬ 
ment  in  underdeveloped  countries. 

*  *  *  *  * 

In  the  staff  report  to  the  Randall  Commit¬ 
tee  Report  of  January  1954  to  President 
Eisenhower  (Report  of  the  Commission  on 
Foreign  Economic  Policy),  the  following 
criticism  is  given  of  the  sugar  program. 

(2)  Through  special  quotas  limiting  ship¬ 
ments  of  refined  or  “direct-consumption 
sugar’’  to  the  continental  United  States, 
mainland  sugar  refiners  are  given  absolute 
protection  at  the  expense  of  those  in  Puerto 
Rico,  Cuba,  and  the  Philippines — represent¬ 
ing  a  denial  to  these  supplying  areas  of  a 
kind  of  industrial  processing  that  is  highly 
appropriate  to  their  resources. 


Exhibit  IV 

July  29,  1955. 

[From  President  Roosevelt’s  statement  of 

September  1,  1937,  upon  his  signing  of  the 

sugar  bill] 

Since  the  passage  of  the  bill  I  have  been 
given  the  following  assurances  by  Senators 
representing  the  great  majority  of  conti¬ 
nental  sugar  producers: 

1.  That  their  primary  interest  in  sugar 
legislation  is  to  afford  protection  to  the 
growers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar  cane  in  all 
domestic  sugar  producing  areas  of  the  United 
States,  and  when  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  comes 
up  for  renewal  they  will  endeavor  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  refined  sugar  quotas 
in  a  separate  measure. 

2.  That  they  recognize  the  fact  that  Ha¬ 
waii  and  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  Integral  parts  of  the  United  States  and 
should  not  be  discriminated  against. 

3.  That  when  the  refined  sugar  quotas  for 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  terminated,  they  will  endeavor  to  enact 
legislation  providing  that  minimum  labor 
standards  in  sugar  refineries  in  these  off¬ 
shore  areas  shall  not  be  lower  than  the  mini¬ 
mum  standards  in  refineries  on  the  main¬ 
land. 

4.  That  in  future  legislation  they  will  see 
to  it  that  the  American  housewife  is  pro¬ 
tected  adequately. 

I  have  received  similar  assurances  from 
responsible  leaders  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  In  view  of  these  assurances, 
therefore,  I  am  approving  the  bill  with  what 
amounts  to  a  gentlemen’s  agreement  that 
the  unholy  alliance  between  the  cane  and 
beet  growers,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  sea¬ 
board  refining  monopoly,  on  the  other,  has 
been  terminated  by  the  growers. 

Note. — With  respect  to  No.  3  above,  the 
Federal  Minimum  Wage  of  75  cents  per  hour 
has  been  applied  to  the  Puerto  Rican  Re¬ 


fined  Sugar  Industry,  since  the  above  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  indulgence  of  the 
Senate  for  a  few  minutes,  in  order  that 
I  may  correct  a  few  misstatements  made 
by  my  friend  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Pul- 
bright]  with  regard  to  sugar  production. 

As  I  said  during  the  colloquy,  the 
original  method  of  protecting  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  industry  against  cut¬ 
throat  foreign  competition  was  by  tar¬ 
iff.  As  I  remember  each  sugar  tariff 
legislation — the  first  of  which  was  passed 
in  1789 — provided  for  tariffs  which 
ranged  from  1  to  3  cents  a  pound.  A 
sugar  bounty  was  in  effect  for  a  time. 
In  1894  a  new  tariff  was  levied  and  a 
protective  sugar  tariff  remained  in  force 
until  the  present  sugar  program  became 
law.  In  1934,  when  the  Jones- Costigan 
Act  was  placed  on  the  statute  books, 
a  new  method  of  protecting  our  domestic 
sugar  producers  was  devised.  In  order 
to  protect  the  domestic  sugar  industry  of 
the  United  States,  a  series  of  quotas  was 
set  up.  High  domestic  production  costs 
made  it  necessary  for  us  to  subsidize  the 
domestic  producers  in  order  to  keep  con¬ 
sumer  prices  low  and  to  assure  our  own 
industry’s  continued  existence.  To  pay 
this  subsidy,  a  tax  of  half  a  cent  a  pound 
on  all  sugar  processed  in  this  country 
was  placed  on  the  statute  books,  and  the 
proceeds  from  that  tax  have  been  used 
to  pay  production  subsidies,  and  also 
used  to  offset  the  effect  of  preferential 
tariff  treatment  awarded  to  Cuba.  Cuba 
presently  pays  a  tariff  of  one-half  cent 
a  pound  on  sugar  sold  in  the  United 
States,  compared  with  0.625  cent  a  pound 
by  so-called  full  duty  countries. 

Experience  has  proven  the  wisdom  of 
the  decision  of  Congress  to  abandon  the 
cumbersome  protective  tariffs — which 
subject  our  consumei’s  to  wildly  fluctuat¬ 
ing  prices,  and  brought  panic  to  world 
markets  on  occasion — in  favor  of  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  production  payments  and  quotas. 

In  the  legislative  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act,  and  in  its  administration, 
the  United  States  has  been  very  good  to 
Cuba.  Cuba  has  been  given  for  many 
years  a  preferential  tariff  rate  on  sugar 
sold  in  this  country.  The  tariff  on  sugar 
has  been  cut  75  percent  since  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  quota  system. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  stated 
that  if  Cuba  fails  to  continue  to  expand 
its  sugar  market  in  the  United  States, 
it  will  not  be  able  to  continue  to  buy 
rice.  That  is  not  so.  The  reason  Cuba 
is  not  buying  as  much  rice  today  as  she 
bought  from  us  4  or  5  years  ago  is  that 
Cuba  has  increased  its  rice  production 
from  an  average  of  431,000  bags  in  1935- 
39  to  about  3  million  bags  at  this  time. 

Cuba,  Ml’.  President,  gives  good  pro¬ 
tection  to  its  rice  industrj'.  How?  Why, 
the  Cubans  protect  the  ricegrowers  of 
Cuba  by  a  tariff — a  relatively  heavy  tar¬ 
iff  of  $1.85  on  every  100  kilograms  of 
rice  that  is  imported  into  Cuba  from 
United  States  sources.  That  is  how  Cuba 
protects  her  rice  industry.  That  is  why 
Cuba  is  able  to  increase  her  rice  pro¬ 
duction,  and  that  is  why  Cuba  is  buy¬ 
ing  less  rice  fx’om  the  United  States. 

We  have  a  treaty  with  Cuba  under 
which  Cuba  is  to  take  a  minimum  of 
3,250,000  quintals— a  quintal  is  a  little 
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more  than  a  hundred  pounds — of  rice 
from  the  United  States  at  a  preferential 
tariff  rate  of  one-half  the  regular  Cuban 
rice  tariff.  In  addition  the  United  States 
is  supposed  to  be  permitted  to  market  in 
Cuba  the  difference  between  Cuban  rice 
production  and  Cuban  rice  consumption. 
Last  year  Cuba  was  supposed  to  have  an¬ 
nounced  this  supplemental  quota  by 
July  1. 

Up  to  this  time  Cuba  has  never  done 
so.  In  addition,  although  this  year  the 
announcement  date  of  that  supplemental 
quota  has  been  set  at  later  in  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  by  means  of  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  Cuba  and  the  United  States,  I 
understand  the  Cuban  Government  has 
imposed  unreasonable  restrictions  on 
American  rice  imports  and  is  thus  still 
in  violation  of  certain  technical  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States-Cuban  Rice 

With  respect  to  the  so-called  decrease 
in  the  amount  of  sugar  that  Cuba  has 
been  selling  to  the  United  States,  which 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  referred  to, 
that  decrease  is  more  apparent  than  real. 
It  is  easily  explained. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  was  en¬ 
acted,  Cuba  was  awarded  the  right  to 
fill  the  entire  deficit  in  quotas  as¬ 
signed  to  the  Philippines.  It  will  be  re¬ 
membered,  I  am  sure,  that  as  a  result  of 
World  War  II,  the  Philippine  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  was  badly  crippled.  The  Phil¬ 
ippines  could  not  produce  sufficient  sugar 
to  fill  their  quota.  Cuba,  under  the  1948 
act,  supplied  the  difference. 

As  the  sugar  industry  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  recovered  from  the  ravages  of 
World  War  II,  the  deficits  in  quotas  as¬ 
signed  to  that  nation  grew  smaller.  As 
they  dwindled,  so  did  the  amount  of 
adjusted-quota  sugar  supplied  by  Cuba. 

For  instance,  in  1948,  the  Philippines 
were  entitled  to  ship  to  us  974,001)  tons 
of  sugar.  She  did  not  produce  that 
much.  Her  adjusted  quota  was  only 
252,000  tons.  The  difference  between 
what  she  could  have  shipped  to  the 
United  States  under  her  quota  and  what 
she  actually  did  ship  us — 722,000  tons — 
was  made  available  to  Cuba.  And  Cuba 
was  also  given  a  proportionate  share  of 
all  deficits  from  the  domestic  producing 
areas,  including  Hawaii. 

In  addition  to  the  amount  of  sugar 
that  Cuba  was  permitted  to  market  by 
means  of  filling  deficits  in  other  areas, 
the  1948  act  also  provided  that  96  per¬ 
cent  of  the  increased  consumption  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States — consumption 
due  primarily  to  increased  population — 
was  awarded  to  Cuba.  The  remaining  4 
percent  went  to  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries — full  duty  countries. 

Under  the  1948  act,  domestic  produc¬ 
ers — and  domestic  producers  include 
mainland  cane  and  beet  growers,  as  well 
as  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands — were  anchored  to  a  fixed  quota. 
The  quota  for  mainland  beet  producers 
was  set  at  1,800,000  tons,  and  the  quota 
for  the  mainland  cane  area  was  500,000 
tons.  These  quotas  have  remained  un¬ 
changed  since  that  time. 

When  the  1948  act  was  passed,  none 
of  us  expected  that  our  population  would 
increase  to  the  extent  it  has. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  record  shows 
now  that  our  population  has  increased 


at  the  rate  of  some  2,700,000  persons  per 
year.  Of  course,  that  increase  in  popu¬ 
lation  has  brought  with  it  a  greater  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  and  sugar  products. 
Because  of  that  increase  in  population 
consumption  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  has  increased  by  a  little  over  a 
million  tons  per  annum  since  1948. 

Ninety-six  percent  of  that  one-million- 
ton  increase  has  gone  to  Cuba.  Not  an 
ounce  has  been  used  to  increase  the 
painfully  inadequate  quotas  imposed 
upon  domestic  producers  7  years  ago. 

For  7  years  domestic  sugar  producers 
have  been  chained  to  fixed  quotas.  For 
7  years  our  American  sugar  farmers 
have  seen  100  percent  of  all  increases 
in  America’s  consumption  of  sugar  flow 
to  Cuba  and  other  foreign  nations.  In 
that  same  period  our  cane  and  beet 
farmers  have  constantly  sought  to  in¬ 
crease  their  efficiency.  By  using  new, 
high-yielding  varieties,  developed  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  they  have 
been  able  to  make  each  acre  of  land 
produce  more  sugar.  In  true  American 
tradition,  by  utilizing  recent  advances  in 
mechanical  planting,  weeding,  and  har¬ 
vesting,  the  domestic  sugar  producers 
have  paved  the  way  toward  supplying 
a  larger  portion  of  the  American  de¬ 
mand  for  this  “white  gold.’’ 

The  only  roadblock  in  the  way  of  our 
own  farmers  producing  more  of  the 
sugar  which  Americans  consume  is  a 
patently  outmoded  Sugar  Act. 

Earlier  this  year  47  Senators  joined  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett]  and  myself  in  proposing  much- 
needed  and  absolutely  fair  amendments 
to  the  Sugar  Act.  Under  these  amend¬ 
ments  domestic  cane  and  beet  producers 
would  have  received  modest  quota  in¬ 
creases;  they  would  also  have  had  re¬ 
stored  to  them  the  right  to  supply  55 
percent  of  future  growths  in  American 
sugar  consumption.  This  right  was 
waived  temporarily  in  1948  in  order  to 
permit  our  Cuban  neighbors  to  adjust 
their  peak  wartime  production  to  more 
realistic  peacetime  levels. 

Our  bill,  Mr.  President,  was  a  mini¬ 
mum-relief  bill.  We  asked  nothing 
which  our  farmers  did  not  deserve.  We 
proposed  nothing  which  could  not  be 
fully  justified — on  the  basis  of  economic 
necessity  as  well  as  fairness  and  justice 
to  all  concerned. 

Under  our  Constitution,  all  legislation 
affecting  revenue  must  originate  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  The  Sugar 
Act  involves  a  processing  tax;  certain 
features  of  the  Sugar  Act  provide  a 
source  of  revenue,  from  which  are  paid 
funds  designed  to  compensate  our  farm¬ 
ers  for  their  high  production  costs — 
compared  to  low-paid  tropical  labor — 
and,  at  the  same  time,  keep  consumer 
prices  at  reasonable  levels. 

Thus,  until  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  acted  upon  the  sugar  bill,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  could  not  move  a  step  forward.  A 
number  of  House  bills  proposing  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Sugar  Act — all  of  which 
were  practically  the  same — were  intro¬ 
duced  in  March.  The  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  held  a  num¬ 
ber  of  hearings  on  these  bills.  Public 
hearings  began  on  June  22  and  termi¬ 
nated  on  June  29.  An  executive  hear¬ 
ing  was  held  on  July  19.  Finally,  a 
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sugar  bill  was  reported,  but  not  until 
July  22.  Included  in  this  bill  were  a 
number  of  controversial  features — com¬ 
plicated  provisos,  including  the  brand  , 
new  idea  of  applying  the  controversial 
90  percent  of  parity  price  support  con¬ 
cept  to  overquota  sugar — a  concept  that 
to  my  knowledge  not  a  single  member  of 
the  sugar  industry  asked  for  or  wants. 

The  House  Rules  Committee  first  con¬ 
sidered  the  bill  this  past  Wednesday, 
July  27,  but  because  of  the  complicated 
and  highly  controversial  provisions 
added  by  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  decided  against  permitting  the 
bill  to  go  to  the  House  floor  for  debate. 

I  understand  that  the  consensus  of  the 
Rules  Committee  was  that  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  involved  a  number  of  new  con¬ 
siderations  and,  therefore,  should  be 
given  careful  study  by  all  Members  of 
the  House.  Since  at  that  time  the  target 
date  for  adjournment  was  only  4  days 
away,  the  Rules  Committee  decided  to 
withhold  action  on  approving  a  rule  per¬ 
mitting  debate  on  the  bill.  ■ 

It  is  my  understanding  that  on  the 
next  day,  Thursday,  July  28,  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
advised  the  Rules  Committee  that  cer¬ 
tain  controversial  sections  of  the  bill 
would  be  deleted  from  the  bill,  includ¬ 
ing  the  90  percent  of  parity  support 
proviso.  ’The  Agriculture  Committee  at 
the  last  minute  thus  cleared  the  way  for 
Rules  Committee  approval  of  a  sugar 
bill  for  House  debate.  This,  the  Rules 
Committee  did.  Subsequently,  the 
House  debated  and  passed  the  bill,  but 
not  until  6  p.  m.  Saturday,  July  30,  and 
the  bill  as  passed  was  still  a  far  cry  from 
the  bills  which  had  been  introduced 
originally. 

On  Monday,  Mr.  President,  the  House 
bili  came  to  the  Senate.  It  was  read 
once  as  a  prerequisite  to  being  referred 
to  the  Finance  Committee.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Pulbright] 
objected  to  the  second  reading.  As  a 
result  the  bill  could  not  be  referred  to 
Committee  before  today. 

Realizing  that  it  was  impossible  to 
amend  a  bill  over  which  it  had  no  juris¬ 
diction  and  seeking  to  expedite  action  on 
this  urgently-needed  legislation,  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  agreed  to  re¬ 
port  out  S.  1635,  the  bill  I  introduced,  in 
a  modified  form.  This,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long!  sought 
to  do,  but  there  was  objection.  The  re¬ 
port  could  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
have  been  filed  before  today.  Under  the 
rules,  unless  unanimous  consent  were 
granted,  the  bill  could  not  be  taken  up 
until  one  day  more  had  elapsed. 

It  was  at  this  point  that  yesterday,  my 
colleague  gave  notice  in  writing  that  he 
would  today  seek  to  suspend  the  Senate 
rules  and  take  up  the  House  bill  from 
the  floor,  without  it  being  referred  to  the 
Finance  Committee.  It  was  to  this  par¬ 
liamentary  maneuver — a  maneuver 
prompted  solely  by  the  dilatory  tactics  of 
two  Senators  who  opposed  this  legisla¬ 
tion — that  prompted  the  junior  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  to  raise 
his  voice  in  opposition  to  the  tactics  be¬ 
ing  used.  He  has  said,  among  other 
things,  that  the  bill  is  a  complicated  one. 

Mr.  President,  the  original  House  bill 
v/as  complicated.  Even  the  modified 
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bill — the  bill  passed  by  the  House — had 
technical  complications.  But  the 
amendments  to  the  House  bill,  which 
had  been  approved  by  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  which  we  sought  to  attach 
to  the  House  bill,  would  have  rendered 
the  bill  very  clear  and  understandable. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  LMr.  Ful- 
bright]  also  complained  because  no 
lengthy  hearings  were  held  by  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee.  Actually,  no  pro- 
'  longed  hearings  were  necessary.  The 
reason  for  that  is  that  the  entire  in¬ 
dustry — all  the  producers  of  beet  and 
cane  sugar,  as  well  as  the  refiners — had 
no  objection  to  the  bill.  The  bill  was 
in  the  same  category  as  the  bill  in  1948. 

In  1948  the  sugar  bill  was  prepared  by 
the  industry.  All  those  interested  took 
part  in  its  preparation.  After  it  was 
prepai’ed,  the  bill  was  introduced  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  House.  It  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  respective  committees  of 
the  two  Houses  and,  after  brief  hearings, 
the  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate  and 
to  the  House. 

The  bill  was  then  presented  to  this 
body  and  discussed.  As  I  remember,  the 
only  opposition  to  the  bill  came  from  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
who  made  his  usual  speech,  as  he  did 
today,  trying  to  ridicule,  in  a  way,  phi¬ 
losophy  behind  our  bill,  behind  the  Sugar 
Act,  including  the  subsidies  which  are 
paid  to  those  who  produce  sugar  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that  at 
the  time  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  opposed  the  sugar  bill  so 
strenuously  in  1948,  and  again  in  1951, 
instead  of  selling  at  a  distress  price  such 
as  it  is  at  present,  the  rice  crop  of  his 
State  and  other  rice-producing  States 
was  selling  away  above  parity? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  it  was  sell¬ 
ing  at  129  or  132  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  in  pleading  with 
reference  to  the  distressed  situation  of 
the  rice  producers  and  for  the  situation 
in  Cuba,  has  made  a  completely  differ¬ 
ent  argument  from  that  which  he  assert¬ 
ed  with  equal  vigor  and  equal  enthusiasm 
in  1948  and  1951.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  As 
I  pointed  out  a  while  ago,  Cuba  is  anxious 
for  us  to  purchase  all  the  sugar  she  can 
produce,  but  when  it  comes  to  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  rice  from  us,  Cuba  says,  “No;  we 
want  to  produce  our  own  rice.”  As  I 
indicated  a  while  ago,  Cuba’s  rice  pro¬ 
duction  has  increased  from  a  430,000-bag 
average  for  the  years  1935-39  to  around 
2,500,000  bags  last  year.  That  is  why 
Cuba  today  is  not  buying  as  much  rice 
from  the  United  States  as  it  bought  in 
former  years,  and  to  try  to  pin  the  blame 
on  our  domestic  sugar  program  is  simply 
not  being  accurate. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  also,  Mr. 
President,  that  Cuba  is  protecting  her 
domestic  rice-producing  industry  by  im- 
IKJsing  on  the  rice  we  sell  to  her  a  duty 
of  $1.85  per  100  kilograms.  It  is  in¬ 
evitable  that  fewer  pounds  of  Cuban 
sugar  would  be  sold  in  the  United  States 
if  we  imposed  a  2-  or  3-cents-a-pound 


excise  tax  upon  Cuban  sugar  imports.  I 
dare  say  that  if  we  treated  Cuban  sugar 
in  the  same  manner  that  Cuba  treats 
American  rice,  there  would  be  very  much 
less  Cuban  sugar  sold  in  this  country. 

Mr.  BENNETT'.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  had  his  way  and  the  bill  were 
defeated  and  Cuba  had  to  sell  its  sugar 
on  the  American  market  on  the  world 
market  price,  how  much  money  does  the 
Senator  think  there  would  be  with  which 
to  buy  rice? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  answer  is 
“none.” 

The  point  is  that  we  have  a  State  De¬ 
partment  which  tries  to  force  us  to  toe 
the  mark  in  our  dealing  with  Cuba  and 
other  foreign  counti'ies,  but  when  it 
comes  to  protecting  our  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers  in  their  dealings  with  foreign 
countries,  we  get  no  help.  As  I  pointed 
out  awhile  ago,  under  a  treaty  which 
now  exists,  the  Cubans  gave  us  a  prefer¬ 
ential  right  to  supply  their  rice  deficit, 
but  in  the  past  3  or  4  years. the  Cuban 
rice  deficit  has  decreased  substantially, 
and  today  Cuba  is  producing  half  of  the 
rice  she  consumes. 

Mr.  President,  I  quoted  some  state¬ 
ments  made  by  Representative  Coolfy, 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture — the  committee  which  con¬ 
sidered  the  sugar  bill.  Now,  the  bill  may 
be  complicated  to  Representative 
Cooley;  I  doubt  if  he  would  recognize  a 
stalk  of  sugarcane  if  he  saw  it,  because 
neither  sugarcane  nor  sugar  beets  are 
grown  in  his  State.  I  do  not  mean  to  be 
unkind  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  but 
I  do  not  believe  he  was  able  to  grasp  the 
situation  in  which  the  sugarcane  industry 
as  well  as  the  beet-sugar  industry,  finds 
iteslf  today  as  a  result  of  the  fixed  quotas 
that  were  placed  on  domestic  producers 
of  sugar  under  the  1948  act. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  only  purpose  of  the  bill 
which  was  introduced  by  me  last  April — • 
a  bill  which  was  cosponsored  by  48  Sen¬ 
ators — was  to  grant  relief  to  the  domes¬ 
tic  producers  of  sugar  from  expected 
increases  in  sugar  consumption,  and  it 
was  not  designed  to  take  away  from 
Cuba  any  of  her  fixed  quota.  If  the  bill 
which  was  introduced  by  us  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  last  April  had  been  enacted,  Cuba 
would  have  obtained  this  year,  in  1955, 
practically  the  same  amount  of  sugar 
quota  that  she  had  in  1954. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  a  benclimark 
of  8,200,000  tons  from  which  to  start. 
This  figure  represents  the  approximate 
amount  of  sugar  consumed  in  the  United 
States  last  year.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  final  consumption  estimate 
might  have  been  50,000  tons  more  than 
that,  but  actual  consumption  was  just  a 
few  thousand  tons  of  sugar  above  8,200,- 
000.  So,  for  the  purposes  of  our  bill,  the 
benchmark  was  fixed  at  8,200,000  tons, 
thereby  assuring  Cuba  of  obtaining  this 
year  approximately  the  same  quota  that 
she  obtained  last  year. 

What  was  intended  by  the  bill  was  to 
provide  an  additional  quota  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  producers  of  sugar — ^mainland 
cane,  mainland  beet,  Puerto  Rico  and  the 


Virgin  Islands — of  188.000  tons,  not  to 
be  taken  from  the  quota  of  Cuba,  the 
Philippines,  or  any  other  country  or  area, 
but  solely  out  of  the  anticipated  annual 
increases  in  the  amount  of  sugar  to  be 
consumed  in  the  United  States  resulting 
from  increases  in  our  population.  That 
annual  increase,  Mr.  President,  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  an  additional  135,000  tons 
of  sugar. 

Under  our  original  Senate  bill,  from 
the  first  increases  in  consumption  above 
8,200,000  tons — increases  due,  I  repeat,  to 
the  increasing  United  States  popula¬ 
tion — the  beet  area  would  have  received 
85,000  tons,  the  cane  area  80,000  tons, 
Puerto  Rico  20,000  tons,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  3,000  tons,  or  a  total  of  188,000 
tons  to  come  out  of  the  increases  in  con¬ 
sumption  over  and  above  the  base,  or 
benchmark  quota  of  8,200,000  tons. 
Then,  Mr.  President,  after  the  188,000 
tons  had  been  satisfied,  the  increased 
consumption  due  to  increased  population 
was  to  have  been  divided,  under  our 
original  bill,  55  percent  to  the  domestic 
producers,  and  45  percent  to  the  foreign 
producers,  including  Cuba.  Cuba,  as  a 
preferred  customer  of  oui's,  would  have 
received  96  percent  of  the  45  percent  set 
aside  for  foreign  countries  out  of  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  due  to  increased 
population;  and  the  full-duty  countries, 
which  would  include  Peru,  Mexico,  the 
Dominican  Republic,  and  a  few  others, 
would  have  received  the  remaining  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  45  percent. 

The  State  Department  objected  to  our 
original  bill  on  the  ground  that  the  bench 
mark — that  is,  the  8,200,000  tons — was 
a  little  too  low.  Representatives  of  the 
State  Department  appeared  before  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  benchmark  be  increased 
to  8,350,000  tons,  instead  of  the  8,200,000 
tons,  as  provided  by  the  original  Senate 
bill.  The  House  Agriculture  Committee 
acceded  to  the  State  Department’s  rec¬ 
ommendation. 

Instead  of  accepting  the  55-45  proviso 
which  was  in  the  original  Senate  bill — 
and  which  I  understand  was  acceptable 
to  the  State  Department — the  House 
adopted  a  foimula  of  its  own,  whereby 
instead  of  dividing  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  due  to  increased  population  on 
a  basis  of  55  percent  for  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  and  45  percent  for  the  foreign 
producers,  the  distribution  of  increased 
consumption  was  made  on  a  50-50  basis. 

In  the  division  of  the  50  percent  which 
was  to  be  allotted  to  foreign  countries, 
Cuba  was  allotted  from  0  up  to  17,000 
tons,  instead  of  96  percent  of  45  percent, 
as  was  provided  in  our  bill.  Of  course, 
the  State  Department  objected  to  the 
House  committee’s  formula,  and  so  did 
the  Cubans,  quite  vociferously. 

It  will  be  recalled,  Mr.  President,  that 
when  the  Senate  bill  was  introduced,  the 
Cuban  lobbyists,  Americans  who  were 
paid  high  salaries  in  this  country,  began 
to  lambast,  with  all  their  might,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill.  They  stated  that  Cuba  would 
be  deprived  of  a  large  amount  of  her 
traditional  sugar  quota  in  the  United 
States,  and  that.  If  deprived  of  any  of 
her  sugar  quota,  Cuba  would  not  be  able 
to  continue  to  buy  on  the  United  States 
markets. 
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Instead  of  painting  the  picture  as  it 
really  existed,  the  Cuban  lobbyists  so 
exaggerated  and  distorted  the  situation 
that  neither  the  House  committee  nor 
anyone  else  believed  them.  Today,  I 
understand,  the  Cubans  are  satisfied  with 
the  bill  which  was  reported  yesterday  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  Piesident,  the  House  did  not  pass 
the  sugar  bill  until  late  Saturday  eve¬ 
ning.  It  did  not  clear  the  lower  chamber 
in  time  to  be  received  in  the  Senate  and 
referred  to  the  Senate  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee  on  that  day.  I  did  not  anticipate, 
nor  do  I  suppose  any  other  Member  an¬ 
ticipated,  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  PulbrightJ,  or  any  other 
Senator  would  object  to  the  bill’s  being 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 
on  the  same  day  of  its  receipt  in  the 
Senate.  That  procedure  is  followed  in 
this  body  every  day.  Under  the  rules,  if 
a  House-passed  bill  is  received  today,  it 
must  be  read  twice  before  being  referred 
to  a  committee.  If  any  one  Senator  ob¬ 
jects  to  its  being  read  the  second  time  on 
the  same  day  it  is  received,  the  second 
reading  must  be  postponed  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  day.  On  this  occasion  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas — and  he  was  within  his 
rights  in  doing  so — objected  to  the  sec¬ 
ond  reading  of  the  House  bill  on  Monday 
and  insisted  instead  on  having  the  bill 
read  once  on  yesterday  and  the  second 
time  today.  That  was  the  reason  why 
the  Committee  on  Finance,  when  it  met 
Monday  at  10:30  a.  m.,  did  not  have  the 
House  bill  before  it.  While  the  bill  was 
before  the  Senate,  it  was  not  referred  to 
the  committee  because  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  insisted  on  the  very  letter  of 
the  rules  being  followed  with  respect  to 
this  bill.  The  Committee  on  Finance 
had  before  it  only  the  original  Senate 
bill,  which  I  and  48  other  Senators  in¬ 
troduced  last  April. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  President,  both  the 
Senate  and  House  bills  were  considered 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee.  The 
amendments  which  were  made  to  the 
language  of  the  House  bill,  in  my  hum¬ 
ble  judgment,  satisfied  not  only  the 
Cubans,  but  also  the  State  Department 
in  that  the  base  quota,  or  bench  mark 
was  fixed  at  8,300.000  tons.  Although 
the  State  Department  has  asked  that  it 
be  set  at  8,350,000  tons,  I  believe  they 
will  agree  to  the  8.300,000  tons  placed 
in  the  bill  by  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  with  respect  to  the  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  increase  in  the  consumption 
due  to  increased  population,  which  the 
bill  allocates  to  foreign  producers,  we 
reverted  to  the  formula  which  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  original  Senate  bill,  with 
one  exception,  namely,  that  instead  of 
Cuba  getting  96  percent  of  45  percent, 
the  Finance  Committee  bill  provides  that 
Cuba  shall  receive  60  percent  of  the  45 
percent  specified  for  foreign  producers, 
while  40  percent  of  the  45  percent  would 
be  allocated  to  the  full  duty  countries. 
That  division,  as  I  understand,  is  now 
acceptable  to  the  Cubans. 

The  amendments  to  the  House  bill 
which  we  sought  to  present  to  the  Senate 
today,  would  have  made  the  House  bill 
simple,  pra,ctical,  and  effective.  If  the 
amended  bill  could  have  been  called  up, 
it  would  have  met  not  only  with  the 


blessing  of  the  entire  sugar  industry- 
domestic,  as  well  as  offshore  foreign 
producers — but  also  the  American  re¬ 
finers. 

I  was  very  much  disappointed  that  my 
good  friend  from  Arkansas  objected  to 
our  taking  up  the  bill  before  adjourn¬ 
ment.  It  is  really  an  emergency  meas¬ 
ure.  Mr.  President. 

Without  the  passage  of  this  bill,  or 
without  something  being  done  between 
now  and  next  January,  as  my  colleague, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  stated 
a  while  ago,  the  sugar  producers  in 
Louisiana  face  a  further  cut  in  1956 
which  may  be  as  high  as  30  percent  in 
the  base  acreage. 

If  there  had  been  an  increase  in  sugar 
cane  acreage  in  Louisiana  and  Florida 
since  1948,  there  might  be  good  reason  to 
criticize  our  domestic  growers  and  charge 
expansion,  but  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  that  the  mainland 
sugarcane  acreage  has  remained  prac¬ 
tically  stationary  between  1948  and  1953. 
And  in  1954  there  was  a  cut-back  totaling 
10  percent  of  the  base  acreage,  and  again 
in  1955  a  cut-back  of  18  percent.  As  a 
result  of  good  weather — that  is,  rain  at 
the  proper  time  and  no  early  freezes  to 
destroy  the  sugarcane — our  growers  have 
exceeded  their  quotas  for  each  of  the 
last  few  years,  so  that  there  are  now 
some  230,000  tons  of  overquota  sugar 
which  our  producers  cannot  sell. 

The  purpose  of  this  year’s  sugar  bill  is 
simply  to  remedy  that  situation,  in  the 
hope  that  the  30  percent  cut  which  is  in 
the  offing  for  1956  can  be  averted. 

I  repeat,  the  bill  is  not  complicated. 
It  is  very  simple.  It  does  not  touch  the 
present  law  in  any  respect.  It  deals 
primarily  and  solely  with  increased  con¬ 
sumption  due  to  increased  population. 

The  only  problem  the  bill  deals  with 
is  an  equitable  distribution  of  our  con¬ 
stantly  increasing  consumption  of  sugar. 
Instead  of  letting  the  entire  increase  go 
to  foreign  countries — with  96  percent 
going  to  Cuba,  as  it  has  in  the  past — we 
simply  have  asked  for  something  that  is 
quite  legitimate,  and  that  is,  for  our 
share  of  the  increased  American  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  to  be  determined  by 
the  same  standard  in  effect  prior  to 
1948.  What  we  asked  for  today,  and 
what  we  have  sought  since  early  this 
year,  is  only  that  which  was  provided 
by  law  prior  to  1948.  Because  the  1948 
act  did  not  envision  our  greatly  increased 
consumption,  because  the  1948  act  did 
not  contemplate  the  great  hardship  fixed 
quotas  have  imposed  on  our  farmers  as 
a  result  of  higher  yields  stemming  from 
better  methods  of  cultivation,  better 
varieties  of  sugarcane  and  sugarbeets 
and  better  sugar  extraction,  we  have  only 
sought  to  rectify  unforeseen  injustices 
and  inequities.  It  was  never  expected 
our  present  domestic  quotas  would  be¬ 
come  as  bui-densome  as  they  now  are. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  merely  provides  that  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  is  to  be  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  domestic  producers  on  a  fair 
and  equitable  basis.  That  is  all  the  bill 
does. 

I  hope  that  early  next  year  action  is 
taken.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  the 
promise  of  my  good  friend  from  Virginia 
IMr.  Byrd]  to  that  effect.  I  talked  with 


him  just  a  few  hours  ago,  and  he  prom¬ 
ised  that  early  in  January  he  will  hold 
open  hearings,  as  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  PuLBRiGHT]  has  requested. 
I  hope  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  sees 
fit  to  attend  those  hearings  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  the  facts  which  he  has  presented 
in  the  Senate  today,  so  that  he  can  be 
answered  by  witnesses  who  are  inti¬ 
mately  familiar  with  all  phases  of  the 
subject. 

I  am  most  hopeful  that  early  in  Jan¬ 
uary  Congress  will  pass  this  worthy  bill. 

It  is  my  belief  that  by  doing  so  we  may 
still  be  able  to  prevent  the  plowing  up  of 
30  percent  of  our  present  sugarcane 
acreage. 

I  should  like  to  say  that  sugarcane  is 
not  cultivated  from  seeds.  When  an 
acre  of  beets  is  plowed  up — hard  though 
that  may  be  on  a  farmer — all  that  is  lost 
is  the  seed,  perhaps  fertilizer,  and  the 
time  used  in  planting  and  early  cultiva¬ 
tion.  Sugarcane  need  be  planted  only 
every  3  or  4  years.  When  an  acre  of 
sugarcane  plants  is  plowed  up,  a  3-  or 
4-year  investment  is  destroyed.  Cane 
plantings  worth  anywhere  from  $75  to 
$100  an  acre  are  lost.  When  first  year 
or  second  year  stubble  is  plowed  up, 
something  of  high  value  is  destroyed. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TH'ifE.  I  just  wished  to  thank 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  for  making  such  a  positive 
case  why  the  sugar  bill  should  have  been 
passed  in  this  session  of  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress.  As  relates  to  the  production  of 
sugar  cane,  it  is  not  a  question  of  a  new 
crop,  but  a  question  of  several  years’ 
development.  Therefore,  the  producer 
must  have  knowledge  of  what  his  acre¬ 
age  is  going  to  be.  Othei-wise,  he  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  confronted  with  the  problem 
of  having  to  plow  under  a  very  valuable 
crop. 

I  wished  to  be  positive  that  I  would 
be  on  record  as  stating  that  I  am  de¬ 
termined  to  see  that  producers  in  the 
United  States  shall  have  their  just,  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  in  the  United  States. 

There  has  been  a  great  increase  in  the 
population,  and  an  increase  in  per  cap¬ 
ita  consumption  of  sugar.  To  think  we 
should  barter  that  increased  consump¬ 
tion  off  for  the  good  will  of  some  foreign 
or  off-shore  country  is  just  out  of  the 
question. 

There  will  be  a  just,  proportionate 
share  for  our  producers,  or  I  will  join 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  in  engaging 
in  a  good,  lengthy  debate  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  right  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

I  am  not  in  sympathy  with  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  tactics  used  by  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  to  block  the  bill  from 
being  properly  considered  and  debated 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  just  because 
he  was  more  concerned  about  rice  acre¬ 
age  in  Arkansas. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  am  most 
hopeful  that  between  now  and  next  Jan¬ 
uary  it  may  be  possible  to  educate  our 
good  friend  from  Arkansas,  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  him  the  real  facts,  the  real  rea- 
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son,  why  Cuba  has  not  been  purchasing 
as  much  rice  from  us  as  she  has  in  the 
past.  It  is  my  hope  that  all  those  facts 
can  be  clarified  in  a  hearing  early  next 
January. 

Mr.  President,  there  was  only  one 
other  difference  between  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  bill,  and  it  is  related  to 
the  length  of  time  that  the  law  was  to  be 
effective.  The  House  bill  provided  for  a 
4 -year  extension,  and  the  Senate  bill,  as 
well  as  the  amended  bill,  reported  by 
the  Finance  Committee,  provided  for  a 
6 -year  extension. 

I  have  stated  just  about  all  the  major 
differences  between  the  two  bills. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELIjENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  wish  to  express 
the  appreciation  of  the  sugar-beet  indus¬ 
try  of  the  West  for  the  fine  cooperation 
it  has  received  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
and  for  the  explanation  of  the  proposed 
legislation  which  is  currently  pending 
before  the  Senate. 

Likewise,  I  wish  to  ask  whether  it  is 
true  that  the  parliamentary  situation  in 
the  closing  days  of  the  session  is  such 
that  when  charges  are  made  that  a  hear¬ 
ing  was  not  held  by  the  appropriate  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  and  that  for  some  reason 
or  other  the  Senate  was  remiss  in  not 
passing  the  House  bill,  the  actual  fact 
is  that  the  long  delay  by  the  House  in 
acting  on  the  bill — knowing  that  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  session  there  prob¬ 
ably  would  be  little  likelihood  for  the 
taking  of  action  on  the  bill  by  this  body — 
is  primarily  responsible,  and  not  any  lack 
of  any  interest  in  the  Senate,  for  the 
failure  to  enact  sugar  legislation  at  this 
session? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  is  correct  when  he  says  there  is 
not  a  lack  of  interest  in  the  Senate.  In 
my  judgment,  failure  to  pass  a  bill  here 
stems  from  House  delay  on  the  bill. 

Of  course  it  was  stated  that  full  and 
lengthy  hearings  should  have  been  held 
by  the  Finance  Committee.  The  Fi¬ 
nance  Committe  would  no  doubt  have 
held  more  hearings  had  the  House  acted 
earlier.  Because  a  tax  is  involved  in 
sugar  legislation,  and  because  tax  legis¬ 
lation  must  originate  in  the  House,  the 
Senate  has  never  taken  action  on  such 
a  bill  until  the  House  has  acted.  If  the 
House  had  acted  a  week  ago,  as  we 
thought  the  House  would — for  they  said 
they  would  bring  it  to  a  vote — :we  would 
not  have  had  this  trouble  today.  We 
would  have  had  time  for  the  Finance 
Committee  to  hold  full  hearings,  but 
it  was  only  last  Saturday  at  6  p.  m. 
that  the  House  voted  on  the  bill.  It 
came  to  the  Senate  only  yesterday 
morning.  Then,  my  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  I  Mr.  Ful- 
BRiGHT],  objected  to  the  second  reading, 
although  it  is  usual  and  customary  to 
have  the  second  reading  immediately 
and  to  refer  the  bill  to  committee  on 
the  same  day  it  is  received  from  the 
House.  Of  course,  because  of  the  ob¬ 
jection  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
Ai'kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  bill  was 
not  sent  to  the  Finance  Committee,  as 
would  ordinarily  have  occurred. 


But  as  I  said,  it  is  my  hope  that  early 
next  January  we  can  rectify  some  of  the 
damage  which  has  been  done.  It  is  en¬ 
tirely  possible  that  if  we  pass  the  bill 
during  early  January,  let  us  say,  we  may 
be  able  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  an 
additional  30  percent  of  our  sugarcane 
plantings,  to  which  I  referred  earlier. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  detain  the  Senate  any  great 
length  of  time. 

First,  let  me  express  to  my  good 
friend,  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  my 
thanks  and  that  of  the  sugar  growers 
of  Florida  and  Louisiana,  and  that  of 
the  sugar-beet  producing  States,  not 
only  for  the  very  fine  explanation  he  has 
given  of  this  subject,  here  on  the  floor, 
but  also  for  the  very  fine  leadership 
which  he,  as  the  leader  of  the  cane- 
sugar  producing  elements  on  the  main¬ 
land,  has  given,  not  just  this  year,  but 
also  in  past  years.  We  are  very  much 
Indebted  to  him. 

I  note  also,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
is  present.  These  things  cannot  be  han¬ 
dled  by  any  one  Member  who  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  a  crop  of  this  kind.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Utah  seiwed  along  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana — the  Senator 
from  Utah  representing  the  beet-sugar 
producers  and  the  beet-sugar-producing 
States.  Certainly  I  would  be  remiss  if  I 
did  not  express  to  him  my  grateful 
thanks  and  those  of  the  cane-sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  of  my  State,  for  the  very  fine 
leadership  and  for  the  exceedingly  hard 
work  he  has  done  in  connection  with  this 
matter. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  a  member  of  the 
congressional  delegation  from  a  State 
which  produces  sugar  beets,  and  really 
was  one  of  the  pioneer  producers  in  the 
United  States  of  this  particular  product, 
I  wish  to  be  associated  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  in  the  remarks  he  has  made 
about  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  and  my  colleague  from  the 
State  of  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  I  think 
these  two  Members  have  done  a  splendid 
job  under  very  adverse  circumstances, 
and  they  deserve  the  gratitude  of  the 
American  people  and,  particularly,  the 
people  of  the  States  they  represent,  in 
connection  with  this  matter.  They  have 
worked  long  and  hard  to  get  the  bill  to 
the  floor,  under  circumstances  which 
would  have  discouraged  most  persons.  I 
want  the  people  and  the  Senate  to  know 
that  I  greatly  appreciate  the  efforts  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El¬ 
lender]  and  of  my  colleague  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett], 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  comment  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah. 

I  wish  to  say  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
have  had  the  loyal  backing  of  every 
Senator  from  the  sugar-producing 
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States;  and  all  of  us  are  deeply  indebted 
to  them. 

Mr.  President,  after  a  labor  of  love, 
beginning  way  back  at  the  beginning 
of  this  session — as  is  evidenced  by  the 
introduction  of  a  bill  in  April,  I  believe, 
with  more  than  half  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  sponsoring  it — and  with  contin¬ 
ued  and  almost  daily  effort  by  those  two 
Senators  and  by  other  Senators  whom 
they  chose  to  ask  to  be  of  assistance  from 
time  to  time,  it  is  too  bad  when  those 
efforts  are  not  crowned  with  success, 
particularly  when  that  situation  is  be¬ 
cause  of  parliamentary  maneuvering  to 
prevent  the  coming  to  the  floor  of  a 
measure  which  it  was  not  within  the 
power  of  the  leaders  in  the  Senate  to 
bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  until  the 
measure  had  passed  the  House,  inasmuch 
as  constitutionally  such  a  measure,  like 
other  revenue-raising  measures,  must 
originate  in  the  House. 

So,  instead  of  being  blamed  for  not 
bringing  up  the  measure,  and  instead  of 
making  it  possible  for  any  blame  to  be 
placed  on  the  junior  Senator  from  Louis¬ 
iana  [Mr.  Long],  who,  as  a  member  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  made  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  bring  up  this  measure,  I  feel  that 
we  are  indebted  to  all  of  them,  and 
that  we  can  only  commiserate  with  them 
and  with  ourselves  and  with  the  sugar 
producers  of  the  Nation  that  the  atti¬ 
tude — which  is  very  difficult  for  me  to 
understand — of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  has  developed 
here  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Senate  of  a  measure 
which  was  approved  months  ago  by  a 
majority  of  the  Senate;  and  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  those  Members  have 
been  waiting  all  this  time  to  be  able 
to  act  on  the  bill. 

Incidentally,  quite  a  number  of  Sen¬ 
ators  who  were  not  cosponsors  of  the 
bill  are  present — ready,  willing,  and 
anxious  to  support  the  bill. 

Of  com-se,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright]  was  within  his  techni¬ 
cal  rights.  However,  I  was  interested 
and  intrigued  and  even  a  little  amused, 
if  I  may  say  so,  to  note  the  complete 
change  of  front  and  change  of  ground 
taken  by  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  in  opposing  this  measure  to¬ 
day.  I  was  present  on  two  previous  oc¬ 
casions — in  1948  and  1951,  when  the 
Senate  passed  sugar  bills;  and  on  both 
those  occasions  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  opposed — as 
he  had  a  right  to  do — those  measures. 
He  opposed  them  vigorously — just  as 
vigorously  and  just  as  vehemently  as  he 
opposed  the  bill  today.  But  I  have  been 
intrigued  to  note  the  complete  change  of 
base  that  has  been  adopted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas,  because  at  the  time 
when  he  was  making  that  gallant  fight, 
in  1948  and  in  1951;  for  what  I  thought 
then  was  a  deeply-rooted  principle,  his 
rice  growers,  who  today  have  afforded 
the  reason  assigned  by  him  to  the  Senate 
for  his  opposition  to  this  particular  bill, 
happened  to  be  then  in  the  most  favor¬ 
able  situation  of  any  agricultural  indus¬ 
try  in  the  Nation,  and  at  that  time  they 
were  receiving  well  above  100  percent  of 
parity  for  their  product.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  prices  they  received  then 
were  so  attractive  that  the  rice  industry 
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multiplied  more  than  twice  during  the 
years  when  the  Indochinese  production, 
the  Chinese  production,  and  the  Korean 
production  were  almost  shut  off,  and 
when  the  Burmese  production  and  the 
Indonesian  production  were  badly  af- 
f  0Ct'6d 

So  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  IMr. 
Fulbright]  has  now  stated  as  the  major 
reason  for  his  enthusiastic  opposition  to 
the  sQgar  bill — and  of  course  it  is  his 
right  and  privilege  to  oppose  it,  if  he 
chooses — the  fact  that  the  ricegrowers 
of  his  State  have  found  a  reducing  mar¬ 
ket  in  Cuba. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No,  Mr.  President; 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  declined  to 
yield  to  me  when  he  had  the  floor.  So 
until  I  complete  my  statement,  I  shall 
decline  to  yield  to  him,  although  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  him  when  I  complete 
my  statement. 

Incidentally,  I  cannot  help  expressing 
regret  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
saw  fit  to  yield  neither  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  nor  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  but  made  the 
very  clear  point  of  denying  us  privileges 
which  he  accorded  to  other  Senators 
throughout  the  course  of  his  debate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  is  incorrect.  I  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  I  did  not  real¬ 
ize  that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
thought  that  I  would  not  yield  to  him. 
I  was  interrupted  by  many  Senators. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  asked  several  times 
to  be  yielded  to,  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas — I  thought  rather  pointedly — 
declined  so  to  do.  But  that  is  neither 
here  nor  there.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  realized  how  greatly  he 
had  changed  base  since  his  argument  in 
1948  and  his  argument  of  1951.  Per¬ 
haps  he  realized  that  the  causes  which 
were  responsible  for  the  bleeding  heart 
of  1948  and  1951  were  to  be  replaced  by  a 
completely  different  argument,  a  differ¬ 
ent  objective,  and  a  different  cause. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
particularly  at  this  time,  has  discovered 
the  present  distress  of  his  rice  growei's. 
That  is  not  a  new  subject  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  who  served  as  a  member 
of  the  Eastland  subcommittee  of  the 
Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com¬ 
mittee,  under  the  direction  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  who  kept  in 
touch  wuth  us  throughout  our  investi¬ 
gation.  That  subcommittee  found  that 
the  rice  growers  of  Arkansas  were  hav¬ 
ing  difficulties,  and  we  went  to  bat  for 
them,  in  order  to  see  that  they  were 
given  an  opportunity  to  move  some  of 
their  product  to  Japan,  which  wanted 
their  product.  For  some  inconceivable 
reason,  and  for  some  considerable  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  the  State  Department  re¬ 
fused  to  permit  the  shipment  of  Arkan¬ 
sas  rice  to  Japan. 

We  know  that  the  rice  growers  of 
Arkansas  need  help,  and  we  have  been 
trying  to  give  them  help.  It  is  indeed 
discouraging  to  find  that  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  does  not  realize  that 
others,  too,  are  in  distress,  and  that  they 
are  in  distress  after  having  greatly  cut 
their  acreage,  simply  because  they  have 
improved  their  methods  of  production 


and  are  getting  a  much  greater  yield 
per  acre  from  their  crops  than  was  the 
case  some  years  ago. 

Sugar  growers  do  not  have  warehouses 
where  they  can  go  with  their  product 
and  store  it  by  the  payment  of  a  small 
fee.  Sugar  growers  of  my  State  and  of 
the  State  of  Louisiana — I  have  not  been 
privileged  to  examine  the  situation  in 
the  beet-sugar-producing  States — have 
had  to  build  large  warehouses  at  great 
expense  for  the  temporary  purpose  of 
housing  great  amounts  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  from  reduced  acreage,  which  sugar 
they  are  not  permitted  to  market  under 
the  existing  quota  system. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  when  I  am  through  with  my  re¬ 
marks.  I  hope  the  Senator  will  be  pa¬ 
tient  and  remain  in  the  Chamber.  I 
shall  not  be  very  long. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  does 
not  intend  to  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  but  I  shall  yield 
in  my  own  time. 

Mr.  FTJLBRIGHT.  The  Senator  does 
not  have  to  yield  at  all. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  understanding  of 
courtesy  is  that  I  should  yield,  and  I  will 
yield,  but  that  is  an  understanding  which 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  did  not  seem 
to  have  when  he  had  the  floor  a  little 
while  ago.  I  shall  gladly  yield,  but  I 
wish  to  lay  out  the  picture  as  I  see  it 
prior  to  doing  so.  The  obdurate  and 
obstinate  attitude  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  will  probably  require  sugar 
producers  to  put  many  thousands  of  ad¬ 
ditional  dollars  into  the  construction  of 
warehouses  for  which  they  will  have  no 
earthly  use  as  soon  as  this  temporary 
problem  is  out  of  the  way,  and  to  plow 
up  sugarcane  planted  to  yield  a  crop  for 
3  or  4  or  5  years,  depending  upon  the 
area  where  the  crop  is  being  produced. 
A  tremendous  loss  is  involved  in  such 
an  operation. 

I  noted  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  was  inclined  to  complain 
because  no  such  treatment  as  this  is 
given  to  producers  of  other  commodities, 
such  as  cotton  and  other  commodities 
which  he  mentioned,  all  of  which  are  in 
heavy  surplus  production. 

The  production  of  sugar  is  comparable 
to  the  production  of  wool.  They  are  the 
only  two  great  commodities  which  we 
produce,  about  which  the  Senator  from 
Florida  knows,  which  are  produced  in  a 
deficit  to  such  a  degree  that  the  whole 
country  is  interested  in  seeing  that  those 
industries  are  preserved  as  domestic  in¬ 
dustries,  so  that  in  the  event  of  war  or 
other  military  trouble,  we  shall  have 
necessary  quantities  of  sugar — even  if  in 
diminished  amounts — available  here. 

I  remember  when  we  were  consider¬ 
ing  the  price-support  measure  last  year. 
Those  who  favored  rigid  high  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  those  of  us  who  favored  flex¬ 
ible  price  supports  joined  together  to 
give  some  needed  recognition  to  the  wool 
industry.  We  recognized  it  as  an  im¬ 
portant  industry  which  should  be  re¬ 
tained  in  this  country,  so  that  we  would 
have  it  in  the  event  of  a  dire  emergency. 

I  remember  that  the  Senate  passed,  by 
a  very  considerable  vote,  a  provision 
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which  would  have  allowed  wool  to  be 
produced  up  to  115  percent  of  parity, 
and  that  in  conference  the  bill  came 
back  in  the  form  in  which  the  provision 
is  now  stated  in  the  present  law,  provid¬ 
ing  that  wool  could  be  supported  up  to 
110  percent  of  parity,  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  the  Nation  was  interested 
in  preserving  the  wool  industry  and 
making  it  possible  for  such  an  industry 
to  continue  to  exist  here  as  a  fine  and 
necessary  national  asset. 

The  same  situation  exists  in  the  case 
of  sugar.  For  a  period  of  years  under 
Democratic  administrations  and  under 
Republican  administrations,  under  Dem¬ 
ocratic  majorities  in  both  Houses,  and 
under  Republican  majorities  in  both 
Houses,  it  has  been  regarded  as  a  matter 
of  high  national  importance  that  the 
domestic  sugar  industry  be  maintained 
on  a  sound  basis  so  that  it  shall  not  cease 
to  exist. 

After  years  of  experience,  when  the 
whole  Nation,  with  very  few  exceptions, 
seems  to  have  realized  that  the  sugar 
industry,  along  with  the  wool  industry, 
comprises  an  asset  to  the  Nation  which 
should  be  preserved,  and  which  Congress 
should  recognize  by  legislation  passed 
in  its  behalf — although  confessedly  it  is 
different  from  the  legislation  which  was 
passed  in  the  case  of  industries  which 
were  normally  in  surplus  production — • 
it  is  disappointing  to  find  that  the  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  measure  and  to  its  ex¬ 
tension  has  now  become  so  fixed  in  cer¬ 
tain  minds  that  there  is  unwillingness 
to  permit  the  question  even  to  be  de¬ 
bated  and  the  bill  voted  upon  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate  has  had 
waiting  a  Senate  bill,  introduced  by  a 
majority  of  the  Senate  and  supported  by 
vastly  more  than  a  majority  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  since  last  April. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  almost  completed 
the  remarks  I  intended  to  make,  except 
with  reference  to  Cuba.  It  was  amusing 
to  hear  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  talk 
about  the  importance  of  Cuba  from  the 
standpoint  of  its  economy  and  its  deal¬ 
ings  with  his  State.  In  my  State  the 
Importance  of  Cuba  is  very  much  greater 
than  its  importance  with  respect  to  other 
States  in  the  Union,  although  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  other  States  in  the  Union. 
Certainly  is  is  important  to  Arkansas,  but 
it  is  far  more  important  to  Florida. 

Florida  is  across  a  few  miles  of  water 
from  Cuba.  Florida  is  Cuba’s  traditional 
friend.  We  have  two  or  three  hundred 
thousand  citizens  of  Cuban  ancestry. 
They  are  very  fine  people,  and  we  are 
proud  to  have  them.  Many  tourists  from 
Cuba  spend  great  sums  of  money  in  our 
State.  They  come  to  enjoy  the  enter¬ 
tainment  which  we  provide  in  Florida. 
Many  Cubans  have  moved  over  to  Florida 
and  brought  their  fortunes  with  them, 
because  they  have  found  a  stable  govern¬ 
ment  there  which,  at  times  in  the  recent 
past,  has  not  existed  in  their  own  home 
country.  We  are  intensely  interested  in 
Cuba,  and  I  believe  more  so  than  is 
the  case  with  any  other  State.  We  would 
not  do  anything  to  hurt  Cuba  or  the 
Cuban  economy. 

Neither  do  we  propose  to  continue  to 
take  a  completely  foolish  attitude,  in 
view  of  the  developments  which  have 
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transpired  since  the  passage  of  the  1948 
Act,  as  extended  in  1951. 

Under  the  provisions  of  that  act,  as 
was  so  ably  stated  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  the  whole  of  the  increase  in 
consumption  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  was  allocatd  offshore,  with  none 
of  it  being  allocated  to  the  domestic 
industry. 

Mr.  President,  we  produce  the  chil¬ 
dren,  and  we  produce  the  grandchildren. 

I  notice  that  we  have  been  adding  to 
our  population  at  the  rate  of  2%  million 
a  year.  Since  the  last  Act  was  passed 
in  1951,  the  natural  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  is  greater  than 
the  entire  population  of  Cuba.  Since 
the  passage  of  the  1948  act  the  increase 
in  the  population  in  the  United  States 
is  almost  twice  as  great  as  that  of  the 
entire  population  of  Cuba. 

Mr.  President,  is  there  not  some  sem¬ 
blance  of  reason  in  our  feeling  that  we 
are  entitled  to  produce  a  little  bit  of  the 
sugar  which  our  own  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion,  represented  very  largely  by  onr 
children  and  own  grandchildren,  is  re¬ 
sponsible  for?  Is  there  not  some  sem¬ 
blance  of  reason  and  equity  and  justice 
and  sound  commonsense  in  that  idea? 

When  the  hearings  were  held  in  1948 
and  in  1951,  witnesses  made  it  very  clear 
that  they  reserved  the  right  to  come  back 
and  ask  for  some  of  that  natural  in¬ 
crease.  That  is  what  we  have  done  under 
the  terms  of  the  pending  legislation. 

There  was  a  time  when  I  was  informed 
by  some  of  my  friends  in  Cuba — and  I 
am  fortunate  to  have  a  great  many 
there — and  by  some  friends  in  the 
United  States  who  have  interests  in 
Cuba — and  we  all  know  that  a  large  part 
of  the  sugar  production  in  Cuba  finds 
its  financing  in  the  United  States — that 
they  did  not  want  to  share  the  increased 
market,  of  which  they  had  96  percent  in 
the  United  States. 

However,  no  later  than  Saturday,  I 
had  a  visit  from  those  who  are  keeping 
up  with  the  feelings  of  the  Cubans  and 
who  are  representing  them  profession¬ 
ally,  and  they  stated  that  they  felt  we 
were  within  our  rights  to  ask  for  some¬ 
thing  like  the  same  proportion  of  the 
increase  they  were  receiving  of  the  nor¬ 
mal  consumption  of  sugar  in  this 
country. 

I  am  happy  to  say  that  in  committee, 
as  I  understand,  my  distinguished  junior 
colleague  [Mr.  SmathersI  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  House  bill  which  made 
a  part  of  the  bill  the  suggestion  of  the 
State  Department,  which  I  understand 
is  approved  by  the  Cuban  sugar  people, 
and  which  was  mentioned  so  clearly  and 
so  ably  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

I  have  not  found  the  Cubans  to  be  un¬ 
reasonable  people.  I  have  found  them 
to  be  good  friends  in  time  of  stress. 
Certainly  they  stood  by  us  in  war,  when 
they  supplied  us  with  more  and  cheaper 
sugar  than  we  could  have  gotten  other¬ 
wise  at  that  time.  I  found  them  to  be 
a  reasonable  people.  As  reasonable  peo¬ 
ple  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
which  all  reasonable  people  must  come 
to,  that  the  United  States  producers  of 
sugar  are  entitled  to  a  fair  share  of  the 
increased  annual  consumption,  or  the 
increased  consumption  over  the  years 


which  represents  our  growth  of  popula¬ 
tion  and  our  growth  in  the  consumption 
of  this  very  badly  needed  and  very  gen¬ 
erally  used  product. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  time  permitted 
a  fuller  statement  on  the  subject.  How¬ 
ever,  it  does  not.  I  shall  ■  now  gladly 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas.  First,  I  desired  to  give  him 
at  least  the  benefit  of  the  trend  of  my 
own  feelings  in  the  matter,  so  that  he 
could  better  address  his  questions  to 
me.  I  now  very  gladly  yield  to  him  for 
such  questions  as  he  may  desire  to  ask 
me. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  has  a  reputation  for  great  fair¬ 
ness,  integrity,  and  honesty.  I  wonder 
how  he  explains  the  fact  that  for  the  sec¬ 
ond  time  this  bill  was  brought  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  we  were  asked  to  act  upon  a  bill 
which  has  never  received  any  hearings  at 
all.  It  is  a  bill  which  involves  very  large 
sums  of  money.  How  can  the  Senator 
from  Florida  justify  bringing  such  a  bill 
before  the  Senate  without  any  hearings 
having  been  held  on  it? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  principal  justi¬ 
fication  is  that  the  advocates  of  the  bill 
have  been  trying  to  get  it  up  since  April. 
They  have  been  prevented  from  getting 
it  up  by  the  House.  Anyone  who  was 
reading  and  listening  knew  what  was 
going  on  in  the  hearings  in  the  House. 
Certainly  the  Senator  from  Ai’kansas, 
who  is  a  distinguished  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  knew 
what  were  the  suggestions  and  urgings 
of  the  State  Department  and  others  in 
connection  with  this  legislation,  who 
were  certainly  seeing  to  it  that  Cuba’s 
interests  were  taken  care  of.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  knew  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  of 
which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
chairman  and  I  am  a  member,  was  doing 
its  best  to  help  the  rice  growers,  and  that 
the  committee  has  done  so  in  no  small 
way. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  realizing  that  the  changes  in 
the  law  were  very  few  and  very  simple 
and  very  reasonable,  and  recognizing 
that  the  great  sugar  farmers  had  spent 
many  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars 
in  building  unneeded  warehouses,  and 
many  millions  of  dollars  to  plow  under 
crops  which  would  have  supplied  them 
with  sugarcane  for  2  or  3  years  in  the 
future,  are  entitled  to  action,  particu¬ 
larly  when  they  have  been  waiting  for  a 
bill  which  has  been  introduced  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  and  is  supported  by, 
I  believe,  more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Florida  is  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  rather 
strange  that  suddenly  the  Committee  on 
Finance  should  call  a  meeting  and  re¬ 
port  out  a  bill  in  an  hour  and  a  half, 
when  in  6  months  it  could  not  report  out 
a  bill  after  hearings?  I  should  like  to 
have  the  Senator  explain  why,  since  the 
Senate  has  been  in  session  since  Janu¬ 
ary,  the  committee  did  not  report  out  a 
bill,  after  hearings,  containing  some  rea¬ 
sonable  explanation  for  the  kind  of  sub¬ 


sidy  that  is  proposed.  Why  was  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  wait  until  the  last  day  of  the 
session? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas - 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  knows  perfectly  well  that  it  is 
a  tax  measure  and  that,  as  a  tax  meas¬ 
ure,  it  had  to  originate  in  the  House. 
Tax  measures  customarily  are  not  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Senate  before  we  know 
what  the  form  of  the  legislation  will 
be  as  passed  by  the  House. 

The  proponents  also  knew  that  there 
was  a  difficult  situation  involved,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  attitude  of  certain  Members 
of  the  House,  which  attitude  is  well 
known. 

It  would  have  beeen  the  height  of 
folly,  under  such  a  situation,  for  the 
Senate  to  have  assumed  that  it  could 
bring  out  legislation  which  would  then 
be  adopted  by  the  House  under  those 
conditions.  Therefore,  the  legislation 
had  to  originate  in  the  House,  as  the 
Senator  well  knows. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Therefore,  there 
was  no  more  reason  for  holding  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  legislation  until  we  knew 
what  the  form  of  it  would  be  in  the 
House,  than  there  was  any  reason  for  the 
Senate  to  have  brought  out  a  bill  when 
the  omnibus  corporation  tax  structure 
was  being  set  up  last  year.  We  knew  we 
had  to  wait  until  we  had  something  spe¬ 
cific  to  work  on.  That  is  what  happened. 
I  think  that  is  reasonable.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  knows  that  is  the 
customary  course  for  such  legislation 
to  take.  Ever  since  I  have  been  in  the 
Senate — although  I  have  not  been  in 
the  Senate  as  long  as  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas — I  have  never  known  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance  to  report 
out  a  finance  bill  ahead  of  considera¬ 
tion  and  report  and  enactment  of  a 
similar  measure  by  the  House.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  would  be  very  idle  for  us  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  was  yielding  to  me.  If  he  does  not 
wish  to  pursue  the  matter,  I  shall  speak 
on  my  own  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  does 
not  wish  to  leave  the  impression,  does 
he,  that  the  Committee  on  Finance  never 
holds  hearings  on  a  bill  until  it  has  been 
reported  by  the  House?  The  Senator 
from  Florida  does  not  wish  to  mislead 
the  Press  Gallery,  does  he,  about  a  matter 
as  simple  as  that?  The  Senator  knows 
very  well  that  we  often  hold  hearings  on 
many  bills  before  we  know  the  final  re¬ 
sult  in  the  House,  especially  with  respect 
to  a  bill  that  has  been  reported  time  and 
time  again,  and  about  which  there  is  no 
mystery. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  does  not  wish  to  mislead  anyone 
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about  his  objective  in  connection  with 
the  position  he  is  taking  at  this  time. 

I  am  taking  the  same  ground  I  have 
always  taken,  whereas  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  changed  face  entirely  and 
has  moved  away  from  the  position  he 
held  in  1948  and  1951  and  has  taken  a 
new  position. 

Ml-.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Finance  Committee 
is  one  of  the  most  hard  working  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate.  It  has  to  con¬ 
sider  tax  legislation,  foreign  trade  legis¬ 
lation,  and  many  other  things.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  from  Florida  remem¬ 
bers  that  we  had  more  than  a  month  of 
hearings  on  reciprocal  trade  this  year, 
and  passecj  the  most  controversial  bill 
passed  by  the  Senate,  involving  not  sim¬ 
ply  sugar,  but  the  entire  foreign  trade 
program.  The  whole  customs  program 
was  tied  up  in  the  committee.  We  had 
a  social  security  bill  and  untold  numbers 
of  bills  affecting  the  rights  of  veterans 
in  this  Nation.  With  all  those  subject 
matters  before  the  committee  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  get  all  these  things  scheduled  for 
consideration.  We  also  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  matter  of  increasing  the 
debt  limit  of  the  United  States,  which, 
incidentally,  was  disposed  of  in  1  day 
behind  closed  doors,  when  Government 
witnesses  explained  the  situation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  seem  to  recall  that 
there  was  quite  a  long  hearing  on  the 
tax  bill.  That  matter  was  in  committee 
a  long  time,  and  then  it  occupied  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  for  some  time. 

Mr.  LONG.  There  was  that  backlog 
of  legislation,  and  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  could,  in  good  conscience,  tell 
the  other  members  of  the  committee  who 
were  very  much  interested  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  that  this  measure  should  wait  until 
it  came  over  from  the  House. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  correct.  And,  of  course,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  knows  prefectly 
well  what  has  transpired.  Everyone 
knows  perfectly  well  that  yesterday,  for 
the  first  time,  we  were  in  a  position  to 
bring  before  the  Senate  a  bill  which  was 
introduced  away  back  in  April.  Since 
the  Senator  was  not  on  the  floor  when  I 
made  my  comment,  I  wish  to  say  that  we 
are  all  greatly  indebted  to  him  for  the 
great  attention  he  has  given  the  matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  all  the  kind  things  the  Senator 
from  Florida  said  when  he  began  his 
speech.  I  am  grateful,  too,  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arkansas  who  has  gra¬ 
ciously  stepped  aside  in  order  for  me  to 
get  into  the  Record  the  figures  which  I 
am  presenting.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  stated  that  the  cane  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  are  very  efficient. 

Based  upon  figures  supplied  by  the 
Library  of  Congress,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  1  ton  of  sugar  was  produced 
in  the  beet  sugar  industry  in  1953  in  only 
4.22  man-days  of  labor  in  the  field. 
Florida  used  4.32  man-days  to  produce 
a  ton  of  sugar,  raw  value. 

The  Louisiana  figures  were  a  little 
higher.  The  inference  has  been  given 


out  that  the  Cuban  production  is  much 
larger  than  is  the  beet  production. 
There  was  a  time  when  that  was  true, 
but  in  the  years  between,  the  beet  pro¬ 
duction  per  acre  has  been  rising  while 
the  Cuban  production  has  been  falling. 

In  1953  the  production  of  sugar,  raw 
pounds  per  acre  average  in  the  beet 
producing  areas  was  4,183,  and  in  the 
same  year,  in  Cuba,  the  figure  was  3,833. 
Obviously,  the  difference  is  not  in  the 
efficiency  of  the  system.  The  difference 
is  in  the  cost  of  labor  in  the  two 
countries. 

In  the  United  States  the  average  field 
worker,  beet  and  cane,  in  1953  received 
$7.71  for  a  day’s  work.  In  Cuba  the 
worker  received  $2.50. 

The  lowest-paid  factory  worker  in 
American  refineries  in  1953  was  paid 
$11.70  for  an  8-hour  day.  The  rate  in 
Cuba  was  $4  for  an  8-hour  day. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  agree  with  the 
junior  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  if 
we  are  willing  to  see  the  American  wage 
standard  go  down  the  drain,  there  is  not 
very  much  in  this  world  that  we  cannot 
import  at  prices  lower  than  we  can 
produce - - 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Utah  yield  ? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  situation  makes  it 
possible  for  Cuba  to  receive  a  price  far 
in  excess  of  the  world  market  price.  We 
have  recognized  the  fact  that  we  can¬ 
not  afford  to  see  that  happen,  and  we 
do  not  want  it  to  happen.  So  we  make 
provision  to  help  our  neighbors  in  Cuba 
sell  their  sugar  at  a  price  in  excess  of 
what  we  would  have  to  buy  it  for - 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
under  an  obligation  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  and  I  do  not  want  to  prolong 
my  part  in  the  discussion. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  will 
the  Senator  from  Utah  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  the  Senator  say¬ 
ing  that  American  workmen  are  so  in¬ 
efficient  that  they  cannot  compete  with 
other  nations  of  the  world  and  they  must 
have  this  artificial  protection? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  saying  that  to 
the  extent  the  junior  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  regards  our  sugar  industry  as 
inefficient,  he  must  go  to  the  difference 
in  wage  scales  to  support  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  the  Senator  say¬ 
ing  that  our  people  who  are  paid  more 
are  no  more  productive,  or  that  they  are 
less  efficient?  I  have  always  assumed 
that  our  country  is  more  productive,  that 
it  works  more  efficiently.  I  had  never 
assumed  that  we  are  so  far  behind  other 
countries  that  we  have  to  be  protected 
by  artificial  barriers. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
yield  further,  because  I  have  agreed 
with  my  colleague  not  to  prolong  the  dis¬ 
cussion. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Arkansas 
said  that  under  the  Sugar  Act  the  Amer¬ 
ican  producer,  over  the  life  of  the  act, 
had  reached  a  figure  of  $1,099,000,000. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  because 
we  give  Cuba  a  preferential  duty,  under 
the  same  act  we  have  donated  to  Cuba 
out  of  the  Treasury,  in  terms  of  this 
preferential  tariff,  a  little  over  $2  bil¬ 
lion — 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Will  the  Senator 
repeat  that  last  statement? 

Mr.  BENNEITT.  Over  the  life  of  the 
act,  because  we  give  Cuba  50  cents  a  ton 
preferential  treatment  over  any  other 
offshore  produced  sugar,  it  has  amount¬ 
ed  to  $2  billion. 

Mr.  President,  will 


Mr.  WATKINS, 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  BENNETT. 
Mr.  WATKINS. 


I  yield. 

I  understood  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  to  say  something 
about  the  Smoot-Hawley  Act  and  the 
fact  that  pioneers  in  the  early  days 

started  the  production  of  sugar - 

Mr.  BENNETT.  They  started  the 


production  of  cane  sugar  before  they  at¬ 
tempted  to  produce  beet  sugar,  but  that 
was  one  of  the  first  beet-sugar-produc¬ 
ing  areas  in  the  country,  having  im¬ 
ported  their  machinery  from  France  be¬ 
fore  it  was  made  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that,  as  an  overall  national  policy,  a 
strong  sugar  industry  should  be  devel¬ 
oped  in  this  country,  so  as  to  prevent 
the  very  thing  which  has  happened  with 
respect  to  rubber?  The  international 
rubber  cartels  levy  tributes  on  the 
United  States  when  they  sell  their  rub¬ 
ber  to  us. 

We  should  have  a  sugar  industry  in 
the  United  States  which  is  vigorous, 
strong,  and  productive,  so  as  to  protect 
us  against  any  combination  of  interna¬ 
tional  groups  which  might  try  to  hold 
us  up  on  the  question  of  price,  which  is 
so  essential  in  the  case  of  sugar. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  think  that  is  true. 
There  is  no  time  tonight  to  have  a 
lengthy  discussion  of  the  International 
Sugar  Agreement  and  other  related 
matters. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  and  I  appreciate  his  courtesy  in 
yielding  me  time  in  which  to  speak. 


i 


WUSTMENT  IN  LANDS  FOR  RES- 
IVOIR  PROJECTS  IN  TEXAS 


PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 
BarkIvey  in  the  chair) .  Morning  busi¬ 
ness  h%s  been  concluded,  and  the  Chair 
lays  berore  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business, Nwhich  the  clerk  will  state  by 
title  for  th^information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legi^ative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
7195)  to  pro^de  for  adjustments  in  the 
i  lands  or  interests  therein  for  reservoir 
i  projects  in  Tex^by  the  reconveyance  of 
!  certain  lands  or  Interests  therein  to  the 
!  former  owners  th«eof. 


DEFENSE  PRODUC 
MENTS  OP  195 
REPORT 


ON 


ACT  AMEND- 
ONFERENCE 


Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr\  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  comimttee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  wtes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendm^t  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2391)  to  anmnd  the 
Defense  Production  Act  of  11^59,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes.Xl  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  presen^on- 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (I 
Barkley  in  the  chair) .  The  report  will 
be  read  for  the  information  of 
Senate. 


the' 
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Accordingly,  on  the  27th  of  this  month, 
I  wireii  the  two  other  members  of  the 
Board.^r.  Harry  Curtis  and  Dr.  Ray¬ 
mond  PaW,  members  of  the  Board,  and 
asked  them,  the  same  questions.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  ak  this  point  both  of  those 
telegrams,  which  are  dated  July  27,  since 
I  do  not  wish  toiake  time  to  read  them. 

There  being  n\  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordereoSfo  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  July  27,  1955. 

Dr.  Harry  Curtis, 

Member,  Board  of  Dir^^ors, 

KnoxmUe,  Tenn.: 

In  view  of  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee’s  action  in  refusing  by  a  votSiof  13  to  10 
to  approve  TVA’s  proposed  consCnictlon  of 
additional  power  units  at  JohnsonvUle,  John 
Sevier,  and  Gallatin  out  of  proceeSs  from 
power  operations  of  funds  otherwiseNavail- 
able  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $144,500,(K10  as 
per  wire  Chairman  of  your  Board  Julyv2, 
please  advise  whether  it  is  your  intention’ 
proceed  with  the  construction  of  such  unit 
notwithstanding  the  action  taken  by  the ' 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee.  Kease 
advise  me  promptly. 

John  L.  McCleli.an, 

United  States  Senator. 


Washington,  D.  C.,  July  27,  1955. 
Dr.  Raymond  Paty, 

Member,  Board  of  Directors, 

Knoxville,  Tenn.; 

In  view  of  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee’s  action  in  refusing  by  a  vote  of  13  to  10 
to  approve  ’TVA’s  proposed  construction  of 
additional  power  units  at  Johnsonville,  John 
Sevier,  and  Gallatin  out  of  proceeds  from 
power  operations  or  funds  otherwise  avail- 
ab’’  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $144,500,000  as 
pe,  wire  Chairman  of  your  Board  July  2. 
Please  advise  whether  it  is  your  intention  to 
proceed  with  the  construction  of  such  units 
notwithstanding  the  action  taken  by  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee.  Please  advise 
me  promptly. 

John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senator. 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  made  the  same 
inquiry  of  the  other  members  of  the 
board  that  I  made  of  General  Vogel,  the 
chairman. 

Although  I  had  sent  wires  separately 
to  each  member,  on  July  28  I  received  a 
joint  reply,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Knoxville,  Tenn.,  July  28,  1955. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Reurtel  July  27,  the  situation  is  unchange 
since  General  Vogel’s  July  14  telegram  to  jou. 

Harry  A.  Curtis, 
Raymond  R.  Paty,> 

Dirg/tors. 

Again,  that  was  no  answer  ys  my  in¬ 
quiry.  I  had  asked  them  fon/a  specific 
answer  as  to  what  their  ir^ntion  was, 
and  whether  they  were  gc^g  to  respect 
or  ignore  and  disregard  tl^  action  of  the 
Appropriations  Commi^e  of  this  body. 
Accordingly,  I  wired  t/iem  on  July  28  as 
follows : 

Washington  D.  C.,  July  28,  1955. 
Harry  A.  Curtis, 

Raymond  R.  Patyj 

Director/,  TV  A, 

^Knoxville,  Tenn.: 

Reurtel  todjfy,  you  have  not  answered  my 
inquiry.  W<at  I  want  to  know  is  whether 
you,  eachrf  you,  as  a  member  of  the  board 
of  directOTs  of  TVA,  intend  to  ignore  and 
disrega^ the  action  of  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  grommittee  and  proceed  with  the  con¬ 


struction  of  the  steam-power  units  to  which 
my  telegram  of  yesterday  referred.  It  has 
been  some  time  now  since  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee’s  action.  Certainly  you 
have  had  time  to  consider  whether  you  will 
proceed,  notwithstanding  that  action,  or  if 
you  intend  to  respect  it.  Congress  is  still  in 
session,  and  I  will  appreciate  your  giving  me 
the  Information  I  have  requested  before  it 
adjourns.  I  await  your  further  reply. 

John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  on  July  29,  I  received 
the  following  reply,  a  joint  reply  from 
the  other  two  members  of  the  Board,  Mr. 
Curtis  and  Mr.  Paty: 

Re  your  telegram  July  28,  the  ’TVA  Board 
of  Directors  has  not  made  any  decision  in 
this  matter  and  neither  of  us  has  reached 
a  conclusion  as  an  individual.  When  a  de¬ 
cision  has  been  reached,  we  shall  be  glad  to 
advise  you. 

Harry  A.  Curtis, 

Raymond  R.  Paty, 

Directors. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
^face  this  issue.  I  cannot  get  an  answer 
rom  the  Board  as  to  what  it  intends  to 

dJ  ^ 

^member  that  in  the  Appropriations 
Comnaittee,  I  heard  it  stated  that  if  the 
committee  failed  to  give  its  approval,^ 
course  ^e  TVA  would  not  spend  J/he 
money,  ^eard  that  statement  made  at 
that  time.\But  now  I  am  not  sy  sure. 
Where  is  our  responsibility?  l^Know  I 
cannot  get  tl^  resolution  agr^d  to  to¬ 
night,  and  camiot  get  it  considered  by 
imanimous  cons^t.  But  e^n  with  the 
burden  of  other  w^k  I  had,  I  have 
been  trying  to  find Nmt  ^out  this  mat¬ 
ter,  so  the  Senate  cw^  know  whether 
the  action  of  its  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  would  be  respe^d,>or  whether  the 
TVA  Board  of  Directors  Nvould  proceed 
to  obligate  $144^0,000  t^build  these 
units,  without  yetting  specific  approval 
from  the  Confess  of  the  Unip^  States. 

For  that  reason  I  am  offering  this 
resolution,  to  have  it  lie  on  the  table,  be¬ 
cause  I  i^h  to  serve  notice  that  If  the 
Board  nresumes  to  proceed  to  obli^te 
$144,5^,000  of  the  American  taxpay^’ 
monyr,  in  the  face  of  the  refusal  of  tlw 
appropriate  committee  of  this  branch  of' 
Cg&ress  to  give  its  approval,  then  it  is 
le  for  us  to  take  a  broad,  overall  look 
the  authority  of  the  Board,  which 
seems  to  have  said,  “We  will  disregard 
your  action  if  you  do  not  give  your  con¬ 
sent.” 

After  all,  Mr.  President,  everything, 
all  natural  resources  in  the  TVA  have 
been  developed  by  using  the  money  of  the 
taxpayers  from  all  over  the  Nation,  to  the 
tune  of  over  $2  billion  and  mere.  If  any 
Senator  wishes  to  have  a  project  con¬ 
structed  in  his  State,  he  has  to  obtain 
the  approval  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  Time  and  time  again.  Senators 
request  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
an  appropriation  of  $100,000  or  $200,000 
for  a  small  project,  and  such  Senators 
are  told  that  the  money  will  not  be  ap¬ 
propriated  because  the  item  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  budget. 

But  in  this  case  we  find  that  the  direc¬ 
tors  propose  to  make  commitments  for 
the  expenditure  of  the  $144  million,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  action  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee’s  disapproval.  It 
is  money  of  the  taxpayers;  it  is  revenue 


from  moneys  invested  by  all  taxpayer^ 
of  the  Nation.  No  Senator  can  obta 
such  treatment  for  a  project 
State.  He  must  secure  a  congress>6nal 
appropriation  for  his  project. 

I  say  the  time  has  come  for  Ufe  TVA 
Board  to  come  before  the  conarossional 
committees — ^just  as  the  rep^entatives 
of  all  other  communities  mu/ft  do  except 
the  TVA,  have  to  come  byore  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees — and  obtain  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  expendimres  for  capital 
investment  which  theyrropose  to  make, 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT./Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDUm  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Scott  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  ^Id  to  his  colleague? 

Mr.  McCLEIiiiAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  my  Nstinguished  colleague 
Mr.  FULBrIGHT.  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  queyfon:  If  this  principle  persists, 
then  is  it/not  true  that  there  will  be  no 
limit  tythe  expenditures  which  may  be 
made^by  the  TVA  Board  in  the  future, 
witlymt  congressional  approval? 

r.  McClellan.  Absolutely  so ;  and 
irr  that  event,  all  the  proceeds  it  receives 
rom  this  huge  investment,  that  the 
taxpayers  have  made  there — or  all  of  it 
except  the  amount  required  for  the 
necessary  operating  expenses — the 
Board  perhaps  will  continue  to  use  in¬ 
definitely,  to  build  steamplants  for  the 
benefit  of  one  area  of  the  country;  and, 
under  such  a  procedure  the  Congress 
would  be  unable  to  make  an  equitable 
distribution  of  the  general  revenues 
through  all  the  communities  of  the 
country.  That  is  the  situation  we  face. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  fact  that  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  expenditure  was  included 
in  the  bill  as  it  came  to  the  committee  is 
evidence,  is  it  not,  that  heretofore  it  has 
been  customary  for  approval  to  be 
granted? 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  am  sure  it  has 
been  customary  since  the  time  they  be¬ 
gan  to  build  additional  steam  units 
which  were  not  necessary  to  fii'm  up  the 
hydroelectric  power  of  TVA — I  think  the 
original  intent  was  that  the  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  should  be  firmed  up;  and  they 
were  given  authority  to  build  steam- 
plants  for  that  purpose.  But  now  they 
ave  reached  the  saturation  point,  and 
do  not  think  what  is  now  being  done 
is  lair  or  just.  It  discriminates  against 
eve^  other  community  in  the  country 
to  haVe  that  Board  refuse  to  put  into  the 
Treasmsy  the  revenues  which  belong  to 
all  the  {^payers,  but,  instead,  to  spend 
them  ac^ding  to  their  own  wishes, 
without  reel’d  to  what  the  Congres¬ 
sional  appropriation  committees  may 
say  about  theSmatter. 

Mr.  FULBRBSHT.  It  seems  to  me 
that  is  clear  evidence  that  it  is  time 
that  the  policy  of  permitting  the  invest¬ 
ment  of  the  revenu^  without  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  appropriations  should  be  re¬ 
viewed.  Does  not  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  i^ld  say  so,  and 
I  intend  to  try  to  get  it  re^wed.  I  may 
say  that  I  have  been  tryin\  to  get  this 
information.  Everyone  kno^  that  the 
committee  of  which  I  have  honor 
to  be  chairman  has  been  ratti^  com¬ 
pletely  occupied  with  work  duriW  the 
last  few  days.  I  have  been  com^tely 
engaged  in  other  public  business,  l^v- 
'  ertheless,  I  have  been  trying  to  obtair 
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committal — merely  a  statement  of  “yes” 
‘no” — so  that  the  Congress  may  know 
fr&m  the  members  of  the  board  who  have 
beeXentrusted  with  this  power  what  they 
intend  to  do.  I  told  them  I  wanted  the 
inform^ion  for  the  Senate.  But  de¬ 
spite  thX  action  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Com^ttee  has  taken,  they  decline 
to  say  wlikher  they  will  percise  the 
power  the  Stoate  Appropriation  Com¬ 
mittee  disapproved. 

Mr.  FUUSRIG^HT.  Is  it  not  rather 
strange  that  the  board  has  found  that  it 
does  not  need  any  wwer  to  supply  Mem¬ 
phis,  since  MemphisNs  going  to  build  its 
own  powerplant,  altnOugh  they  need  a 
million  kilowatt-hours\n  their  system, 
requiring  $144  million  to\Pi'oduce  it? 

Mr.  McCLEIiLAN.  Yes\  If  Memphis 
should  build  a  500,000-kilowatt  or  600,- 
000-kilowatt  plant,  what  is^is  power 
for?  I  will  tell  you  what  it  ikfor,  Mr. 
Pi-esident.  It  is  to  build  steanW  plants 
there,  with  the  taxpayers’  mon^  and 
with  no  interest  paid  on  it.  That  money 
then  goes  back  into  the  capital  as^s, 
and  then  the  power  can  be  sold,  and  i^s 
cheaper  than  power  which  can  be  pro 
duced  anywhere  else  by  private  enter¬ 
prise,  and  that  means  that  factories  will 
be  built  there,  instead  of  in  other  States, 
because  industry  can  obtain  that  cheap 
power,  which  is  being  provided  by  the 
use  of  the  money  belonging  to  all  the 
taxpayers  of  the  Nation. 

If  that  is  any  Senator's  idea  of  justice 
and  equity  to  his  State,  it  is  not  my  idea 
of  justice  and  equity  to  my  State. 

So  I  think  we  have  to  face  this  issue. 

I  am  not  so  sure  that  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  the  Federal  Government  has 
authority  or  power  to  use  generel  rev¬ 
enues  to  build  a  powerplant  in  one  par¬ 
ticular  area  or  community  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  simply  to  help  that  community  or 
area  meet  its  power  loads.  If  so,  Mr. 
President,  if  there  is  that  authority,  if 
that  authority  is  vested  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  under  the  Constitution,  then  I 
ask  my  colleagues,  are  not  they  inter¬ 
ested  in  having  the  Federal  Government 
use  general-revenue  funds  to  build  some 
powerplants  in  their  States,  where  there^ 
is  a  power  shortage  today,  and  to 
them  on  the  same  terms,  so  that  t 
communities  may  be  in  the  same 
able  position  to  compete  for  privye  en 
terprise  and  private  industry  zjr  is  the 
TVA?  With  that  in  mind,  I  Jmink  we 
should  know  whether  the  Fe^leral  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  such  power.  Tnere  is  only| 
one  way  to  find  out,  ancyUiat  is  to  let 
the  highest  court  of  yAe  land  finally 
decide  the  question. 

I  do  not  know  t^  answer  tonight. 
I  do  not  believe  th^ederal  Government 
has  such  power. /some  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  friends/ across  the  aisle  and 
some  on  this  ^e  of  the  aisle  may  think 
it  has  such  ^hority.  If  it  has,  I  should 
like  to  knmp  it,  because  hereafter  when 
bills  comynefore  us,  appropriating  funds 
to  buil^team  plants  in  TVA  or  in  Kala- 
mazo^ for  that  matter,  I  want  a  little 
ride^o  provide  for  the  construction  of 
a  sifeam  plant  in  Arkansas.  I  want  my 
stituents  to  have  equity  and  justice, 
ind  not  be  discriminated  against. 
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PURCHASE  OP  SUGAR  IN  CONTI¬ 
NENTAL  UNITED  STATES  BY  COM¬ 
MODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  send  for¬ 
ward  a  Senate  resolution,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  its  immediate  consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object — and  I  have 
no  desire  to  object— I  believe  we  should 
have  a  quorum  call,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  no  printed  copies  of  the 
resolution  available. 

Mr.  LONG.  Very  well.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  withhold  his  suggestion  of  the 
absence  of  a  quorum  for  a  moment,  I 
should  like  to  explain  that  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  the  resolution  with  all  Senators 
who  I  know  are  particularly  interested 
in  it.  The  resolution  involves  the  Sugar 
Act.  I  have  discussed  the  resolution 
with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
PuLBRiGHTl  and  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  who  have  objected 
to  the  bill  passed  by  the  House. 

This  is  not  a  bili.  It  is  a  resolution 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Senate  with 
regard  to  certain  emergency  measures 
which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  might  take  to  relieve  the  situation 
during  the  time  when  Congress  is  not 
in  session. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  agree  with  me  that  his  reso¬ 
lution  offers  about  the  only  possible 
method  by  which  we  can  be  of  help  in 
this  session  of  Congress  to  the  sugar 
growers  in  our  respective  States,  in  view 
of  the  parliamentary  situation  in  which 
we  find  ourselves? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion  being  what  it  is,  I  believe  that  about 
the  only  assistance  we  could  give  to  the 
sugar  producers  of  the  Nation  would  be 
the  type  which  could  be  accomplished 
more  or  less  by  unanimous  consent.  I 
have  been  seeking  to  obtain  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  this  resolution, 
which  I  believe  would  lead  to  some  aid 
being  accoi'ded  to  the  sugar  producers 
during  the  period  when  Congress  is  not 
in  session. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  would  enable  us  in 
January,  in  a  regular  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  without  a  suspension  of  the  rules, 
to  consider  so-called  beet-sugar  legisla¬ 
tion,  of  which  I  happen  to  be  one  of  the 
cosponsors,  with  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  This  resolution  would  re¬ 
lieve  hardship  with  respect  to  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  who  have  a  large  surplus  on  their 
hands.  It  would  provide  some  intei'im 
relief,  if  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  should  see  fit  to  follow  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Senate  as  proposed  in 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  it  is  a  fair  and 
suitable  approach  the  Senator  is  mak¬ 
ing.  Although  I  am  as  eager  as  he  is  to 
obtain  action  on  sugar  legislation,  I  must 
say  for  the  Record,  as  one  who  believes 


that  our  regular  parliamentary  proce¬ 
dure  in  the  Senate  should  be  protected, 
that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  find  our¬ 
selves  in  a  parliamentary  situation  in 
which  there  would  have  to  be  a  suspen¬ 
sion  of  the  rules.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  wise  to  suspend  the  rules  and  make 
an  exception  in  one  case  merely  because 
it  would  be  to  our  advantage  to  have  such 
an  exception. 

I  wish  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  for  the  purport  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  because  I  think  this  is  a  fair  and 
equitable  approach.  However,  I  must 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  FulbrightI  on  the  question  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  regular  parliamentary  pro¬ 
cedure  of  the  Senate,  because  if  we 
should  begin  making  exceptions  we 
would  get  ourselves  into  a  situation  in 
which,  whenever  any  one  of  us  had  some 
particular  legislation  which  would  be  of 
special  benefit  to  some  economic  group 
in  his  State,  the  tendency  would  be  to  try 
to  obtain  a  suspension  of  the  rules.  I 
think  the  exceptions  would  become  so 
numerous  that  no  rules,  in  fact,  would  be 
left  for  application  to  the  Senate. 

I  think  the  Senator  is  to  be  commend¬ 
ed  for  the  approach  he  is  now  making. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FTILBRIGHT.  Mi'.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  dis¬ 
cussed  this  question  with  me.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  has  the  author¬ 
ity  to  purchase  this  sugar.  I  do  not 
object  to  this  resolution,  nor  do  I  object 
to  the  purpose  of  it,  namely,  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  100,000  tons  of  sugar. 

I  can  only  say  that  I  do  not  agree 
that  the  sugar  growers  are  in  any  dire 
necessity.  They  are  really  the  aristo¬ 
crats  of  all  farmers  in  the  country,  and 
have  the  most  satisfactory  support  pro¬ 
gram  or  subsidy  program  of  any  group. 

I  congratulate  both  Senators  from 
Louisiana  on  the  wonderful  job  they 
have  done  through  the  years  to  provide 
extra  special  benefits  for  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers. 

I  am  in  agreement  with  the  Senator’s 
resolution. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr, 
Scott  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  KNOWLANBt  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  tal^  up  the  resolution 
of  the  Senator  from  nouisiana,  I  should 
like  toi  ask  the  actin^miajority  leader 
whether  he  knows  if  th^onference  re¬ 
port  on  the  Washington^tansit  bill  is 
in  a  condition  to  be  acted  oK? 
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Mr.  POLBRIGHT.  I  am  informed 
that  it  is  T^ing  drafted.  It  is  not  quite 
ready  for  a^ion. 

Mr.  KNC^ttiAND.  I  wonder  whether 
the  distingui^ed  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [  Mr.  MorsbJ  can  given  an  estimate 
of  when  the  conference  report  will  be 
available  to  the  S»atei 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ato  advised  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  staff  that^e  report  is  being 
drafted  into  final  forn\and  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House  at  Mout  8:30  p.  m. 
I  believe  the  drafting  oi\the  report  is 
just  being  finished.  We  agreed  to  let  the 
House  take  it  up  first,  before  it  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  wonderNwhether 
the  acting  majority  leader  can  ^e  me 
further  advice.  A  number  of  Senators 
have  come  to  the  Chamber  from  dir^er, 
and  I  am  sure  they  would  like  to  be 
vised  about  the  program  for  the  re 
mainder  of  the  evening.  I  inquire  par-\ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  the  conference 
report  on  the  legislative  appropriation 
bill.  Can  the  acting  majority  leader  tell 
me  when  that  is  likely  to  be  called  up? 

Mr.  PTILBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Kentucky  has  just  entered  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
regret  I  was  not  in  the  Chamber  when 
the  Senator  from  California  asked  his 
questions. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  say  to  the  distinguished  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  that  we  have  had  a  quorum 
call  because  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Long!  submitted  a  resolution 
relating  to  a  certain  phase  of  the  sugar 
situation.  It  is  perfectly  agreeable;  I 
know  of  no  opposition  to  it  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle,  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  oppo¬ 
sition  from  any  Senator,  so  far  as  I  have 
been  advised. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  resolution 
has  not  been  printed,  I  thought  Sena¬ 
tors  were  entitled  to  be  put  on  notice 
that  a  new  matter  was  to  be  called  up. 

While  the  distinguished  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  the  chamber  I  should 
like  to  inquire  of  him  when  we  may  ex¬ 
pect  the  conference  report  on  the  transit 
bill.  I  understand  the  conferees  have 
agreed  on  the  report.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  staff  thought  it  would 
ready  for  the  House  to  act  on  i^at 
8:30  tonight,  which  should  be  at  9«out 
this  time. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  may  sa^  to  my 
friend  from  California  it  is  m^nforma- 
tion  that  the  staff  is  draftinwil  now.  As 
soon  as  it  has  been  drafted/nnd  in  final 
form  and  acted  upon  by/the  House,  it 
will  be  immediately  brq;rfght  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  /^he  next  question 
relates  to  the  legi^tive  appropriation 
bill,  and  the  conference  report  on  it. 
The  distinguish^  acting  majority  lead¬ 
er  is  chairmayof  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee.  Wh^  does  he  estimate  the  con¬ 
ference  repfirt  will  be  called  up  in  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  CT^MENTS.  It  is  my  opinion  it 
will  b^T>resented  to  the  Senate  within 
30  n^utes,  or  soon  thereafter  if  there 
is  ^  opportunity  for  the  chairman  of 
th^conference  committee  to  be  recog- 
Bd  at  that  time. 


There  is  no  disagreement  on  the  legis¬ 
lative  appropriation  bill.  I  believe  it  is 
well  to  say  to  the  Senate  at  this  time 
that  the  position  which  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  took  on  the  bill  was  eventually 
sustained  by  action  of  the  House.  The 
House  acted  on  the  items  which  the 
House  conferees  wished  to  put  in  the 
conference  report.  When  the  House  did 
that,  of  course  we  had  no  further  ob¬ 
jection.  I  do  not  believe  thei'e  will  be 
any  reason  for  any  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  object,  inasmuch  as  the  procedure 
we  followed  is  in  accordance  with  tradi¬ 
tion  through  the  years. 

My  distinguished  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  who  became  a  member  of  the 
conference  committee  when  the  distin- 
gunished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
was  unable  to  meet  with  the  conferees 
today,  will  agree,  I  am  sui-e,  that  the 
position  the  Senate  took  yesterday, 
which  the  Senate  took  on  Saturday,  and 
rhich  the  Senate  took  on  Friday,  was 
[Stained  in  conference  today. 

[r.  KNOWLAND.  Yes;  I  agree  with 
theNB^ii^tor.  I  believe  the  position  was , 
a  sound  one,  and  I  hope  the  preceder 
will  b^reestablished  over  the  years 
far  as  me  procedure  involved  is 
cerned,  particularly  as  it  relates  the 
subject  oi\  comity  between  tlj€  two 
Houses. 

Mr.  CLEIM^lWTS.  If  I  may^o  a  little 
further,  I  should  like  to  that  even 
the  House  confer^s,  I  believe,  feel  a  little 
better  about  the  procedu^ they  followed 
today  than  they  wcmld ^ave  felt  if  they 
had  pursued  the  cour^  which  they  sug¬ 
gested  over  the  week 

Mr.  KNOWLANlV  I  believe  the  House 
conferees  were  vq/y  agre^ble  about  the 
matter  today. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  They  w^e  not  only 
agreeable,  I  think  they  Nvere  also 
thoroughlw/understanding  of  ti^e  Sen¬ 
ate’s  poshiiton,  and  understandingSof  the 
fact  th^the  Senate  conferees  wei’^ct- 
ing  not  only  on  the  basis  of  prece^nt 
and^adition,  but  were  also  acting  under 
th^pecific  rules  laid  down  for  confere^ 
oythe  Senate. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  says,  we  felt  we  had 
taken  a  sound  position  in  refusing  to 
add  in  conference  new  material  which 
had  not  been  acted  upon  first  by  the  body 
which  desired  it. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  May  I  say,  by  either 
body? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Another  matter  which  was  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  some  colloquy  between  a  number 
of  Senators  on  the  floor  when  the  legis¬ 
lative  bill  was  before  the  Senate,  and 
of  considerable  discussion  elsewhere,  was 
that  relating  to  the  press,  radio,  and 
periodical  galleries.  There  are  some 
practical  problems  involved  in  that  mat¬ 
ter  which  I  think  we  all  appreciate; 
but  I  was  hopeful  that  perhaps  prior  to 
the  time  the  legislative  appropriation 
bill  was  finally  acted  upon,  some  way 
might  be  found  through  a  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  to  take  care  of  the  problem,  in 
order  to  bring  about  some  equity  as  be¬ 
tween  the  galleries  of  the  House  and  the 
Senate.  The  only  way  I  know  an  ap¬ 
proach  might  be  foxind — and  it  might 


take  a  good  deal  of  effort  on  both  side 
of  the  aisle — would  be  through  a  j^t 
resolution  adopted  at  the  time  o;^he 
action  on  the  legislative  bill,  hopmg  it 
would  not  be  too  late  for  th^^ouse 
to  give  some  consideration  to yft. 

I  hope  the  distinguished  c^irman  of 
the  Appropriations  Commi^e  will  ex¬ 
plore  that  matter  furthec/if  it  can  be 
done  without  upsetting  ^e  balance. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  ASywie  Senator  said, 
on  last  Thursday,  I  hsflieve,  there  was  a 
colloquy  on  the  flo^ participated  in  by 
the  distinguished ^minority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Jjtew  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  and  myself,  in  which  was  dis¬ 
cussed  this  v^y  matter  of  relative  pay 
scales  betwei^  the  two  bodies.  A  re¬ 
quest  was ^ade  of  the  committee  this 
afternoo^hat  some  changes  be  made  in 
the  biiy^which  would  provide  for  the 
Senat^galleries  comparable  pay  for  the 
same^  services  rendered  by  the  House 
'ries.  We  could  not  do  that,  because 
thdt  is  exactly  the  same  principle  which 
s  involved  in  our  other  difference 
'with  the  House.  It  would  involve  the 
question  of  putting  new  material  into  the 
bill  in  conference. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  sure  that  all 
the  conferees  on  our  side  agree  that  we 
could  not  in  good  conscience  recommend 
action  on  our  part  which  we  felt  was  in¬ 
advisable  on  the  part  of  Members  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  Since  that  time  there 
has  been  some  work  done  by  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  staff  in  comparing 
various  pay  scales  between  the  radio  gal¬ 
leries  of  the  House  and  Senate,  and  it  is 
not  unlikely  that  during  the  evening,  and 
after  the  final  passage  of  the  legislative 
appropriation  bill,  there  will  be  a  resolu¬ 
tion  submitted  to  the  Senate.  I  have 
every  reason  to  believe  it  will  be  in  ample 
time  for  the  House  to  act  on  it  if  they  so 
desire,  should  the  Senate  confirm  the 
recommendations. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  wish  to  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  for  his  con¬ 
structive  effort  in  trying  to  find  a  solu- 
i^tion  of  this  difficult  problem.  The  rea- 
)n  why  I  raised  it  on  the  floor  was  be- 
c^se  I  wanted  Senators  to  be  advised 
of  ^at  we  have  in  mind. 

I  think  inquiiy  has  been  made  of  the 
actingUnajority  leader,  my  good  friend 
from  IGjntucky,  whether  action  may  be 
expectedNon  the  executive  pay  bill  this 
evening,  \understand  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  reputed  one  version  and  the 
House  commr^ee  reported  another  ver¬ 
sion,  House  bih  7619.  The  Senate  bill 
is  S.  2628.  FroVn  a  practical  point  of 
view,  as  I  under^nd,  if  any  executive 
pay  bill  is  to  be  act^  upon,  it  will  more 
likely  be  in  the  natu^  of  the  House  bill, 
although,  if  the  meai^e  were  to  go  to 
conference,  perhaps  al\  after  the  title 
might  be  stricken  and  sen^o  conference, 
or  because  of  the  lateness^f  the  hour, 
the  Senate  might  have  to  ^ke  up  the 
House  bill  in  lieu  of  the  Sen^e  bill  for 
such  discussion  and  debate  anos^amend- 
ment  as  the  Senate  in  its  wisdoni  might 
determine.  It  might  expedite  tha^at- 
ter  in  view  of  the  lateness  of  the  sea^n. 
But,  I  wanted  Senators  to  be  on  noticte  if 
such  a  bill  were  to  be  called  up,  so  th> 
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might  bS^available  to  proceed  with  its 
discussioiA 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Let  me  say  to  my 
distinguishe^friend  the  minority  leader 
that  the  executive  pay  bill  is  under  dis¬ 
cussion.  Ther^ias  been  no  opportunity 
during  the  day  t\ take  it  up  without  lay¬ 
ing  other  mattersVside  which  had  been 
here  a  much  long-time.  Certainly,  if 
and  when  it  is  takm  up,  the  practical 
plan  would  be  to  takeVp  the  House  bill, 
for  the  simple  reason  that  should  it  be 
amended,  there  is  a  possibility  that  the 
House  will  accept  any  amendment  that 
the  Senate  may  incorporaV,  and  there 
will  be  no  need  to  go  to  conWence. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  May  I  ^k  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend  whether  aW  other 
bills  of  major  importance  of  ^raich  he 
knows  are  likely  to  be  called  this  ewning. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  ask  the  Preying 
Officer  if  some  measures  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Ser^^ce 
have  been  sent  to  the  desk.  I  ask  tl 
Chair  if  he  will  ascertain  from  the  clerl 
if  there  are  3  or  4  bills  involving  matters 
pertaining  to  the  civil  service,  one  of 
which  involves  a  change  in  fee  from  one 
to  three  dollars. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
measure  has  been  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Are  not  the  House 
bills  at  the  desk? 

The  PRESIDING  OFITCER.  Two  of 
them  have  been  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Do  I  understand 
that  only  the  executive  pay  bill  and  the 
legislative  conference  renort  are  at  the 
desk  at  the  present  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 


Mr.  CARLSON, 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  CLEMENTS. 
Mr.  CARLSON. 


Mr.  President,  will 


I  yield. 

I  appreciate  the 
comments  between  the  acting  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  executive  pay  bill.  I  assure 
the  acting  majority  leader  that  so  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  as  one  of  the  authors 
of  the  Senate  bill,  together  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service^  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston],  we  shall  be 
glad,  I  am  certain,  to  cooperate  with  the^ 
acting  majority  leader  and  accept  tl 
House  bill  and  have  it  acted  on  at  ^e 
earliest  possible  time.  I  sincerely  h^e 
it  may  be  called  up  early  this  evenij^. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Do  I  undj^stand 
correctly  that  although  the  Sen^e  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Cml  Service 
gave  some  study  and  consideration  to 
the  Senate  bill,  there  is  co^derable  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  Housd  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  versions,  and  the  :^ate  committee 
is  now  in  a  position  t^ccept  the  House 
bill  without  an  ameirament? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Jfshould  much  prefer 
the  Senate  bill.  Ifi  fact,  I  think  it  con¬ 
tains  several  provisions  which  are  bet¬ 
ter  than  thosy'of  the  House  bill.  But, 
under  the  c^umstances  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  situati^,  I  shall  suggest  and  recom¬ 
mend  to  Senate  that  the  House  bill  be 
aecepte^ in  order  to  have  action  taken 
at  thi^ession. 

THYE.  Mr.  President,  when  does 


the  acting  majority  leader  expect  the 
conference  report  on  the  legislative  bill 
and  also  on  the  executive  pay  bill  to  be 
taken  up? 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Just  as  soon  as 
some  of  the  staff  complete  a  table  which 
involves  the  resolution  about  which  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Know- 
land]  and  I  had  a  colloquy  a  few  min¬ 
utes  ago. 

Mr.  THYE.  Is  that  the  matter  which 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  said  would 
require  30  or  40  minutes? 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  said  about  10 
minutes  ago  that  it  would  require  30  or 
40  minutes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  in 
fairness  to  the  junior  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana,  my  recollection  is  that  I  asked  him 
to  yield  the  floor  for  a  quorum  call,  so  as 
to  develop  a  quorum,  at  least  to  notify 
Senators  prior  to  taking  up  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
wishes  to  submit.  He  yielded,  as  I  un¬ 
derstood,  with  that  understanding;  but 
Vjthen  a  colloquy  developed  between  the 
acting  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
l^der,  and  I  fear  that  in  the  shuffle  the 
jumor  Senator  from  Louisiana  lost  the 
floorv  which  he  had  been  so  gracious  to 
yield\or  the  purpose  of  a  quorum  call 

I  doNnot  wish  to  foreclose  the  sei^r 
SenatorNfrom  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins ]^he 
will  hav^ample  opportunity  to  ^tain 
the  floor.  \I  did  not  want  to  t^e  the 
junior  Sen^r  from  Louisian^ off  his 
feet  precipitately,  since  obvioi^y  he  had 
the  floor  at  th^ime  he  yielc^  to  me  for 
the  purpose  of  ^ggesting  ti/fe  absence  of 
a  quorum,  with  the  und^tanding  that 
he  would  not  lose\he  fl^r. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  M^President,  I  am 
interested  in  the  sa»  matter  in  which 
the  junor  Senator  ^ork  Louisiana  is  in¬ 
terested.  I  am  p^ectl\willing  to  yield, 
that  he  may  proved  witr^his  resolution,  I 
provided  I  doXot  lose  m\  right  to  the| 
floor. 


Whereas  it  appears  that  H.  R.  7030  may  not 
be  enacted  during  the  current  session  of  the 
Congress;  Therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
should  take  the  action  referred  to  in  section 
19  of  H.  R.  7030.  so  far  as  practicable  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  procedures  therein  set 
forth  during  the  calendar  year  1955  in  order 
to  help  alleviate  the  inventory  situation  in 
the  continental  United  States  sugar-produc¬ 
ing  areas. 


Mr.  LONG.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  present  consideration  of  the  res¬ 
olution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate,  I  shall  read  sec¬ 
tion  19  of  H.  R.  7030,  which  has  been 
before  the  Senate  this  evening.  Senate 
Resolution  147  urges  certain  stopgap  re¬ 
lief  for  the  sugar  industry: 

Sec.  19.  A  new  section  414  is  added  to 
such  act  as  follows: 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions 
which  exist  in  the  continental  United  States 
sugar-producing  areas  by  reason  of  the  quan¬ 
tities  of  surplus  overquota  sugar  produced 
in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corp¬ 
oration  shall  carry  out  loans,  purchases,  or 
other  operations  with  respect  to  100,000  short 
tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the  1955  or 
previous  crops  in  such  areas. 

"(b)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  be 
disposed  of  outside  the  continental  United 
States  in  such  manner  as  the  Corporation  de¬ 
termines  will  not  unduly  interfere  with 
normal  marketings  of  sugar,  including  dis¬ 
positions  under  the  Agriculture  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended. 

“(c)  No  borrower  shall  be  personally  li¬ 
able  for  any  deficiency  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  sugar  securing  any  loan  made  under 
authority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan 
was  obtained  through  fraudulent  representa¬ 
tions  by  the  borrower.  This  provision  shall 
not.  however,  be  construed  to  prevent  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  requiring 
the  borrower  to  assume  liability  for  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  the  quality  or  quantity  of  sugar 
delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure  to 
properly  care  for  and  preserve  such  sugar, 
or  for  failure  or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
program. 

“(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not 
be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  title  II  of 
this  act.” 


PURCHASE  OP  SUGAR  IN  CONTI¬ 
NENTAL  UNITED  STATES  BY  COM¬ 
MODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 


Mr.  LONG  (for  himself,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Smathers,  and  Mr. 
Dworshak)  submitted  the  following  res¬ 
olution  (S.  Res.  147) : 

Whereas  H.  R.  7030,  entitled  “An  act  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,”  now  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  Senate,  contains  provisions  added 
by  section  19  thereof,  directing  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  to  carry  out  loans, 
purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect 
to  100,000  short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from 
the  1955  or  previous  crops  in  the  continental 
United  States  sugar-producing  areas,  in  order 
to  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist  in 
such  areas  by  reason  of  the  quantities  of 
surplus  over  quota  sugar  produced  therein; 
and 


Title  II  is,  of  course,  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield.  i 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator  " 
from  Louisiana  know  whether  or  not  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  approves  the 
resolution? 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  testified  that  he  has  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  provision  of  H.  R.  7030. 

He  states  that  he  believes  he  has  the 
authority  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  section:  however,  he  has  never  told 
us  that  he  would  do  so.  The  resolution 
would  urge  him  to  take  stopgap  action 
during  1955,  after  Congress  has  ad¬ 
journed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
for  himself  and  on  behalf  of  other  Sen¬ 
ators. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  147)  was 
agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  O: 
CANYON  PROj: 
MENT  ACT 
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READJUST- 


Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.Vresident,  I  in¬ 
troduce  a  bill  for  approp\ate  reference. 
I  realize  that  it  is  late  iX  the  session 
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SMALL  Bli^NESS.  Select  Committee  on  Sm.all  Business  sub'  itted  its  sixth  ann 
report  Kept.  1368).  p.  306 

16.  FAO,  Sen.  J^cker  submitted  an  amandment  he  intends  to  propose  to  S.  J 

to  amend  lawV  providing  for  U.  S.  membership  and  participation  in  FAO 
authorizing  a^ropriations  therefor,  p.  317 

17.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Magnuson  submitted  amendments  he  intends  to  propose  to  H,  P.  7030 

to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19^8,  p.  317 

18.  FORESTS;  MINING.  Sei\  Neuberger  criticized  the  Dept-  of  Inter^r  for  issuing 

mining  patents  to  M  ^rena  Mining  Co.,  and  inserted  two  new^aper  editorials 
on  the  matter,  p.  327 

19.  LIVESTOCK;  PRICES.  Sen.  HWphrey  inserted  his  recent  let^r  to  Secretary 

requesting  more  determinedNaction  in  bolstering  livest^k  prices,  and  discussed 
r  this  matter  with  several  otm 


cJ  p. 


RECLAMATION, 
p.  36U 


Sen.  Watkins  spok\ in  support  of  the  Colorado  reclamation  project. 


21.  RESEARCH;  CONSERVATION.  In  supports 
pared  the  amount  of  money  spent  on 
cultural  research  and  ACP  payments. 


health  research.  Sen.  Smith,  Me,,  com- 
lis  item  yith  the  amount  spent  on  agri- 


22.  adjourned  until  Mon,,  Jan.  I6,  when  the 

ITE'^fS  IN 


23.  ATOMIC  ENTRGY.  Sen.  Butler  inserted  his 
of  atomic  energy’-  and  its  affect  on  Agv'': 


373 

kendar  is  to  be  read.  pp.  379,  3614- 
NDIX 

address  on  the  peacetime  application 

cultur^  p .  AI69 


2I4.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Teague  insej^d  an  ad/'ress  1:^1' r.  Fleming,  Jr.  before  the 
Texas  A  &  M  College  urging  fav^able  consideration^ of  a  free  trade  policy  and. 
American  leadership  in  foreigi/ trade,  p.  A173 

fe.  education.  Extension  of  re^ks  by  Rep.  Mason  urging  \areful  consideration  of 

of  Federal  aid  Vo  schools  and  announcing  his Nopposition  to  such  a 


i  a  program 

I  program,  p.  Al82  ,  ,  \  ^ 

Rep,  Bolling  inse^ed  an  address  by  Dr.  McGrath,  rreXident  of  Kansas  City 

University  supporting /Federal  aid  to  education,  p.  AI9U 

26,  EL'^CTRIFICaTION.  Radwan  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  criticizing  the 

delay  in  the  construction  of  the  Niagara  power  facilities.  p,\Al 

27.  NATURAL  RES0URGB6.  Extension  of  remarks  b”-  Rep.  Van  Zandt  defend^g  the  Admin¬ 
istration  aga^st  charges  alleging  a  "giveaway"  of  the  Nation  s  na^^al 

..  A183 


resources . 


x^rliich  he 


28.  POSTAL  SER7ICE.  Sen.  Scott  inserted  an  adcress  b->^  Sen. 

■  suggest^  R  complete  review  of  the  Post  Office  epartment  and  the  nostal  service. 

;  ■’^^^tenslon  of  remarks  bv  Rep.  Betts  urging  YDnj;Vln°vink  on 

H.  ^ 3699,  to  extend  rural  mail  delivery  to  the  homes  of  ell  persons  li  1  ^ 

improved  highxiays,  p,  A193 


32. 


37. 


STILES.  Sen.  Lehman  inserted  a  newspaper  article  discussing  the  Japanese 
■textile  industry  and  the  problems  which  the  industry  creates  for  the  Americ 
textile  manufacturer o  p.  Al89 


Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  ^'estern  Governor'/ 
iiining  Advisory  Council  urging  Congress  to  consider  legislation  to 
America  \elf-sufficient  in  strategic  minerals,  p.  A19U 


30.  LINERA 


31. 


FOREIGN  aid. \Rep.  Donovan  inserted  newspaper  articles  suggesting 
American  fore^n  aid  program  should  be  reexamined  to  meet  the 
of  Russian  exp^sion.  p.  A193 


FAI'ilLY  FAR1''I.  Rep.  ^igloy  inserted  a  newspaper  article  diseasing  the  alleged 
economic  plight  of  ^e  small  farmer,  p.  A19U 

Sen.  Danger  inserted  a  radio  report  of  the  Farmers  hion  Grain  Terminal 
Association  announcing^  projected  trip  by  representati^  s  of  the  association 
to  Washington,  D.  C.  p,\^227 


hat  the 
challenge 


33.  TA}[ATI0N.  Extension  of  remaps  b''*'  Rep.  Fisher  urging  decreased  expenditures  in 

the  Federal  government  and  t^  relief,  p.  A2lh  /  jjf 

Extension  of  remarks  by  Rto.  Reed  urging  f^orable  consideration  of  tax 
relief  for  the  farmer  b-"-  exe’  pti^  the  farmer  ^om  the  excise  ta:c  on  gasoline 
used  on  the  farm.  p. 


3U.  FARli  PROGRAM.  Sen,  Wiley  inserted  an^addre^s  by  Mr.  Bullis,  in  which  he  noted 
the  paradox  of  American  agricultural  s^ndus  in  view  of  the  world' s  starving 
people,  and  commending  the  proposed  soiT^ank  plan.  p.  A2l6 

Rep.  Quigley  inserted  an  address  ^v.  Leader,  Pa.,  in  which  he  critic¬ 
ized  the  Administration’s  farm  progr^.  p\a238 

Rep.  Harvey  inserted  a  newspap^  editor^l  commending  Sen.  Capehart's 
farm  proposals  and  urging  considemtion  of  th^soil  bank  plan.  p.  A279 

Rep.  St.  George  inserted  aryarticle  b3'‘  Dr.^eGraff  supporting  the  flex¬ 
ible  price  support  system  and  ggiranending  the  Admihj-stration' s  farm  program, 
p.  a285 


35.  WATER  PUSOURCES,  Sen.  McCl^lan  inserted  an  address  b^Gen.  Holle,  explaining 
the  need  for  a  sound  and  broad  flood  control  program,  A220 

Rep.  Boggs  inserted/a  statement  by  Mr.  Zetzmann  commending  the  flood 
control  and  water  conseruration  activities  of  Federal  and  lApal  governments  in 
Mississippi  River  Val/ey.  p.  a297 


36,  HIGHWAYS.  Sen,  Bu^  inserted  a  magazine  article  discussing  the  \ieed  for  a  larger 
highway  system  in/America  and  the  various  pending  proposals  to  a!bi^omplish  that 
purpose,  .p.  a972 


d 


RECLAATION,  /Sen.  Bennett  inserted  newspaper  articles  favorable  to  thfi^.  proposed 
Upper  Color^o  reclamation  project,  p.  A259 


38,  DISASTER  RELIEF .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Patterson  favoring  enactmen 
legis]n/oion  to  provide  bio,.  5.er  relief  from  natural  disasters,  p,  A228  • 

?ep.  Cretella  inserted  Christian  Science  Monitor  editorial  favoring  dis 
insurance  program,  p.  A282 


of 


84th  CONGRESS  ¥  ¥ 

2d  Session  |-|^  /  U«5U 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  12, 1956 

Referred  to  tlie  Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Magnuson  to  the  bill 
(H.  E.  7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz ; 

1  Page  3,  line  3,  after  “Sec.  Q.”  insert  “  (a) 

2  Page  4,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following  new  suh- 

3  section : 

4  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  and 

5  directed  to  set  aside,  out  of  the  increases  provided  by  the 

6  amendment  made  by  this  section  in  the  quota  for  domestic 

7  beet  sugar,  a  reasonable  amount  to  be  used  as  a  reserve  for 

8  establishing  or  adjusting  proportionate  shares  for  farms  on 

9  reclamation  projects  on  which  new  acreage  suitable  for 
10  production  of  sugar  beets  has  been  made  available.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  favorabl-^? 
be  Assistant  Secretary  and  member  of  CCC 
bill  to  amend  and  extend  Sugar  Act.  Gen. 
culture,  and  criticized  USDA  pork -buying 


Hildlife . 39 

epoi/d  nomination  of  Marvin  L.  McLain  to 
o/d.  Senate  received  committee  report  on 
^phrey  discussed  problems  facing  agri- 
ro^ram.  House  received  conference  report 


on  bill  to  increase  authorization  for  d/sasterv  loans  of  Small  Business  Act.  House 
committee  reported  bill  to  relieve  fa/ers  of  e^ise  tax  on  gasoline.  Rep.  Quigley 
suggested  using  land  under  soil-banl/plan  to  gro^trees  for  nevjsprint.  Rep,  Philbin 
^rged  using  surplus  pox'^dered  milk  /r  casein.  Rep\  Dixon  introduced  and  discussed 
^ills  to  expand  Farmers  Home  Admim.stration  loan  pr^ram. 

HOUSE 

1.  DISASTEP  loans.  Received /le  conference  report  on  H.Nr.  7871>  to  increase  the 

disaster  loan  authoriza/on  of  the  Smiall  Business  Act\f  19^3.  The  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  increase  Tin  the  disaster  loan  author! zatiorS. to  ‘*?129>000,000  and 
extends  the  term  of  /saster  loans  from  10  years  to  20  ye^s  (H.  Rept.  1685). 
pp.  12lU>  D61 

2.  TAXATION,  The  w/s  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendm^t  H.  R.  878O, 

to  provide  for/elief  from  Federal  excise  taxes  on  gasoline  useoSfor  farm  pur¬ 
poses  (H.  Rept.  I68ix).  pp.  1226,  1233 

3. ' RESEARCH,  /feceived  the  annual  report  of  the  National  Science  FoundatiH^  (H, 

Doc.  319/  pp.  1208,  1139 

U,  ACREA^  ALLOTMTl'^TS,  Rep.  Hoffm.an  urged  consideration  of  a  bill  to  protect 
farmers  from  penalties  incurred  when  grains  grown  in  excess  of  allotments  ai 
u/d  for  feed,  p,  1215 
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St.  Seorge  vrged  favorable  consideration  of  H.  R.  '87^1,  to  'lernlt  1 
famers  to  use  grains  raised  on  their  f^.rms  for  feed.  p.  121^-  I 

8.  SOU.  BA^'IK.  Rep.  Quiglev  suggested  using  land  which  would  be  reserved  under 
the  soil  bank  proposals  for  forest  reserves  to  alleviate  the  nei-'isprint  short- 
a  e,  p.  1229 

6.  CROP  INSUFA'^CE.  Received  from  this  Repartment  the  annual  reoort  of  FCIC,  p.  1232 

7.  FLOOR  CORTROL.  "deceived  from  the  Conn.  Legislr  tu?'e  a  vevorial  urging  a  program 

of  flood  control  and  hurricane  protection;  to  Public  Corks  Comi.  ittee.  p.  123U 

8.  RCCLiUtATION.  The  Aspinall  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  affairs 

Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  full  committee  with  amend  ent 
H.  R.  1779}  to  provide  for  the  construction^  operation^  and  maintenance  of  the 
Juniper  division  of  the  '  upinitia  project.  Ore.,  and  S.  119U,  to  provide  for 
the  construction  of  the  Red  Willow  Dam  and  Reservoir,  debr.  p.  60 

9.  legislative  PROGR.Vie  The  i'ajority  Leader  announced  that  H.  R.  8760,  to  provide 

for  farmer  relief  on  excise  taxes  on  gasoline  used  on  the  farm,  would  be  con- 
sidered,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  on  either  ''on.,  Jan,  30  or  Tues., 

Jan.  31.  p.  1219 

10.  aDJOIPKED  until  mon.,  Jan.  30.  pp.  1226,  1232 

SE?fATE 


11.  HEALTH.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  on  the  Administration's 

health  program,  pp.  1139^  1208 

12.  DISASTER  AID.  Received,  a  memorial  from  the  Conn.  General  Assembly  urging 

Congress  to  aid  in  a  prorram  of  flood  control  and  hurricane  protection,  p.  llltO 

13.  PERSOi'D'EL .  The  Rules  and  .d'"inistration  Committee  reported  with  a?nerd’‘'ent 

S.  Res.  193  extending  the  time  fou  an  investigation  of  the  administration  of 
the  civil-service  s'* ’•stem  and  the  postal  service  (S.  Kept.  1697);  and  S.  Res.  If  ' 
extending  the  time  for  a  studv  of  the  Government  eriplo''''ees  secure  tv  program 
(G.  Eept.  lit  96).  p.  Il60  ^  ' 

lU.  SUGAR.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  7030  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1968.  p.  IlUO 

19.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Sparkman  submitted  and  commented  on  the  annual  re-port  of  the 

Subcommittee  on  Housing  of  the  Banking  and  Currenev  Committee  entitled,  "Review 
of  Federal  Housing  Prograr.'s"  (S.  Rept.  lU68).  p.  Il6l 

16.  VJE/^i-THER .  Sen.  ..^llender  asked  and  received  consent  to  have  printed  a  report  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Agriculture  and  Commerce  Depts.  on  steps  taken  to  iiiprove  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  horticultural  and  agricultural  weather  forecasting  service  (S.  Doc.  97). 
p.  Ilii9 


17.  NOiiI.NATION.  The  Agriculture  and  x'orestr'g  Comr-ittee  reported  the  noininatj.on  of 
Harvin  L.  IIcLain  to  be  Assistant  Secre'taiy  of  Agricultui’e  and  member  of  the 
CCC  Board  of  ''^ii-ectors .  p.  Il98 
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January  26  (legislative  day,  January  16,  1956). — Ordered  to  be  printed  with  an 

illustration 


Mr.  Byrd,  from  the  Committee  on  Finance,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  7030] 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend^the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

MA.TOR  PROVISIONS 

The  accompanying  bill  reenacts  and  extends  for  6  years,  to  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1962,  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  with  fm’ther  amend¬ 
ments  dealing  primarily  with  adjustments  of  quotas  intended  to 
restore  to  domestic  producers  their  historic  share  in  the  growth  of  the 
United  States  sugar  market  and  to  revise  the  participation  by  foreign 
suppliers  in  this  market.  The  present  act,  in  the  absence  of  any 
action  by  the  Congress,  would  expire  December  31,  1956. 

The  bill  also  extends  for  6  years,  to  June  30,  1963,  the 
on  sugar  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  revenues  fro 
exceed  costs  to  the  Government  under  the  Sugar  Act. 

This  legislation’s  major  effect  is  to  open  the  way  for  United  States 
domestic  producers  to  participate  with  foreign  areas  in  supplying 
the  growth  of  the  United  States  sugar  market. 

Consumers’  requirements  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  last  year 
amounted  to  8.4  million  short  tons.  The  current  determination  of 
consumers’  requirements  for  1956  is  8,350,000  tons.  The  United 
States  needs  now  are  supplied  53.7  percent  from  domestic  areas 
(consisting  of  22  mainland  States  producing  beets,  and  2  mainland 
States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  producing 
sugarcane);  33.1  percent  from  Cuba;  11.8  percent  from  the  Philip¬ 
pines;  and  1.4  percent  from  other  foreign  countries  (including  the 
Dominican  Republic,  Mexico,  El  Salvador,  Haiti,  Nicaragua,  Peru, 
and  all  others). 
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The  present  pattern  of  supplies  is  brought  about  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  that  assign  fixed  quotas  amounting  to  4,444,000  short 
tons,  raw  value,  for  the  domestic  producing  areas,  and  952,000  short 
tons,  commercial  weight,  to  the  Philippines;  and  give  to  Cuba  96  per¬ 
cent,  and  to  all  foreign  countries  4  percent,  of  the  remaining  portion 
of  the  United  States  market. 

This  bill  maintains  unchanged  the  participation  of  the  domestic 
areas  and  of  the  foreign  suppliers  as  a  group  in  the  present  level 
(8,350,000  tons)  of  consumption  requirements  for  the  United  States 
market. 

But  this  legislation  would  open  the  way  for  United  States  producers 
to  participate  in  the  larger  market  constantly  being  created  by  the 
growth  of  our  consumption  of  sugar,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  other  for¬ 
eign  suppliers  would  enjoy  a  part  of  this  expanding  market  along  with 
Cuba,  in  the  following  manner; 

The  amount  of  the  increase  in  our  market  above  8,350,000  short 
tons,  raw  value,  would  be  apportioned  55  percent  to  domestic  produc-  ' 
ing  areas  and  45  percent  to  the  foreign  suppliers. 

Of  the  future  increases  apportioned  to  domestic  areas,  the  first 
165,000  tons  will  be  supplied  by  the  mainland  areas  where  the  surplus 
situation  is  most  acute.  The  next  20,000  tons  will  be  supplied  by 
Puerto  Rico  which  needs  continued  growth  and  thereafter  3,000  tons 
will  be  supplied  by  the  Virgin  Islands.  Subsequent  increases  will 
be  divided  proportionately  among  the  domestic  areas.  The  quota 
for  Puerto  Rico  was  increased  170,000  tons,  or  nearly  19  ])ercent,  and 
the  quota  for  the  Virgin  Islands  increased  6,000  tons,  or  100  percent, 
in  the  1951  extension  of  the  act  which  became  effective  in  1953. 

Under  the  present  act  Cuba  supplies  96  percent  of  the  increasing 
requii’ements  of  the  United  States  market.  Under  the  amendments 
it  will  supply  96  percent  of  the  increased  imports  from  foreign 
countries  during  1956  and  thereafter  will  supply  approximately  75 
percent  of  our  increasing  import  requirements.  The  quota  for  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  remains  at  the  level  established  in  the 
Philippine  Trade  Act  dmlng  the  life  of  this  extension.  The  share 
of  imports  to  be  supplied  by  other  foreign  countries  will  be  materially 
increased  under  the  amendments  provided  for  in  this  bill.  *  ^ 

Table  A  shows  the  effects  of  the  proposed  amendments  on  the  (J 
quotas  and  prorations  for  domestic  and  foreign  areas  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  our  sugar  requirements  will  continue  to  grow  at  the 
rate  of  135,000  tons  per  year.  Table  B  shows  the  1955  basic  quotas 
and  the  percentage  increase  each  year  and  for  the  entire  period  in  the 
annual  quota  for  each  area. 
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Table  A— Sugar  quotas  and  proraiions:  Amended  H.  R.  7030  as  reported  by  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance,  under  assumed  requirements,  1956-62 

[Short  tons,  raw  valuel 


1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

Assumed  requirements . . 

8, 535, 000 

8. 670, 000 

8, 805,  OOO 

8, 940, 000 

9, 075, 000 

9, 210, 000 

9, 345, 000 

Domestic  areas _ 

4,  545,  750 

4, 620, 000 

4, 694,  250 

4,  768, 500 

4, 842,  750 

4, 917, 000 

4, 991,  250 

Beet _ _ _ 

1, 852, 401 

1, 884, 975 

1, 910, 307 

1, 940,  523 

1, 970,  739 

2, 000, 955 

2, 031, 171 

Mainland  cane _ 

549, 349 

580, 025 

587, 820 

597, 118 

606, 415 

615, 733 

625,011 

Hawaii - - - 

1, 052, 000 

1, 052, 000 

1, 066, 138 

1, 083, 001 

1, 099, 865 

1, 116, 728 

1, 133,  591 

Puerto  Rico - 

1, 080. 000 

1, 091, 000 

1, 114, 783 

1, 132, 416 

1, 150, 049 

1, 167, 681 

1, 185, 314 

Virgin  Islands - - 

12,000 

12, 000 

15, 202 

15,  442 

15,  682 

15, 923 

16, 163 

Foreign  areas _ 

3, 989, 250 

4, 050, 000 

4, 110, 750 

4, 171,  500 

4,  232,  250 

4,  293,  000 

4, 353,  750 

Philippines  > - - 

980,000 

980, 000 

980, 000 

980, 000 

980, 000 

980, 000 

980, 000 

Cuba _ _ 

2,  888,880 

2,  917, 120 

2,  962,  750 

3, 008, 380 

3, 054,010 

3, 099,  640 

3, 146,  270 

“Full  duty”  countries - 

120, 370 

152, 880 

168, 000 

183, 120 

198, 240 

213, 360 

228,  480 

Dominican  Republic... 

29,892 

35, 880 

36, 528 

39,  228 

41, 928 

44,  628 

47, 328 

Mexico _ 

12, 394 

24, 059 

36,  591 

41,  991 

47, 391 

52,  791 

58, 191 

Nicaragua - - 

8,  472 

10, 318 

9,  746 

10,  298 

10,  849 

11,  401 

11,952 

Peru - 

56,  224 

62, 863 

66,  254 

71, 654 

77,  054 

82,  454 

87,  854 

Haiti _ 

2,892 

4,379 

4, 136 

4, 370 

4,604 

4,838 

5,  072 

Costa  Rica - 

2  (1, 084) 

3,439 

3,248 

3, 432 

3,  616 

3,800 

3,  984 

Formosa _ 

2  (1, 114) 

3,439 

3,248 

3, 432 

3,  616 

3,800 

3,  984 

Netherlands _ _ 

2  (1, 123) 

3, 439 

3,248 

3,432 

3, 616 

3,800 

3,  984 

Panama _ _ _ 

2  (1, 114) 

3, 439 

3,248 

3, 432 

3, 616 

3,800 

3, 984 

Belgium _ 

2  (182) 

209 

225 

238 

251 

263 

276 

British  Guiana. . . 

2  (85) 

98 

106 

111 

117 

123 

129 

Canada _ 

2  (631) 

723 

780 

824 

868 

912 

956 

Hong  Kong _ 

2  (3) 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

United  Kingdom _ 

2  (516) 

592 

638 

674 

710 

746 

782 

4,  478 

1 

1 

1  Philippine  quota  for  1956  is  980,000  tons,  may  vary  slightly  in  subsequent  years. 

t  Average  1953-54  charges.  These  countries  do  not  have  specific  prorations  under  the  present  law.  These 
entries  are  made  within  the  proratlon  for  unspecified  countries  which  amounts  to  6,018  tons  when  require¬ 
ments  are  8,535,000  tons. 

3  No  entries  since  1949. 
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Table  B. — S^tgar  quotas  and  prorations:  Amended  H.  R.  7030  as  reported  hy 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  under  assumed  require^nents,  1956-62 

[1955  basic  quotas  and  percentage  increase  in  quotas  each  year  from  previous  year,  1955-62] 


1955  basic 
quotas 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1955  to 
1962 

Tons 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Assumed  requirements _ _ 

8,  400, 000 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

-0.5 

1.5 

11.2 

Domestic  areas . . . 

4,  444, 000 

2.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

12.3 

Beet . . . 

1,800,000 

2.9 

1,8 

1.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

12.8 

Mainland  cane . . .  . . 

500, 000 

9.9 

5.6 

1.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

25.0 

Hawaii . . . . . 

1. 052.  000 

1.3 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

7.8 

Puerto  Rico. . . . 

1.080, 000 

1.0 

2.2 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

9.8 

Virgin  Islands . . . 

12,000 

26.7 

1.6 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

34.7 

Foreign  areas. . 

3, 956, 000 

.8 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.4 

1.4 

10.1 

977, 000 

0 

0 

Cuba _ _ _ 

2, 859, 840 

1.0 

1.0 

1.6 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

i.5 

10.0 

Full-duty  countries . . . . 

119, 160 

1.0 

27.0 

9.9 

9.0 

8.3 

7.6 

7. 1 

91.  7y 

Dominican  Republic _ 

29,591 

1  1.0 

20.0 

1,8 

7.4 

6.9 

6.4 

6.0 

1  59.  9' 

Mexico _ _ _ _ 

12,269 

>  1.0 

94.1 

52,1 

14.8 

12.9 

11.4 

10.2 

1  374. 3 

Nicaragua . . . . . 

8,387 

I  1.0 

21.8 

-5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5.1 

4.8 

1  42.5 

Peru _  _ _ 

55, 658 

‘  1.0 

11.8 

5.4 

8.2 

7.5 

7.0 

6.5 

1  57.8 

Haiti _ _ - . 

2,863 

>  1.0 

51.4 

-5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5.1 

4.8 

>  77.2 

Costa  Rica.. . . . 

2  (1,084) 

(2) 

(2) 

-5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5.1 

4.8 

<  267.  5 

Formosa . . . 

2  (1, 114) 

(2) 

(2) 

—5.  6 

5.7 

5.4 

5.1 

4.8 

‘  257.6 

Netherlands.. . .  . 

2  (1,  123) 

(2) 

(2) 

-5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5. 1 

4.8 

«  254.8 

Panama. . . . 

2  (1,114) 

(2) 

(2) 

-5.6 

5.7 

5.4 

5. 1 

4.8 

*  257.  6 

Belgium . . . . . 

*  (182) 

(2) 

(2) 

7.7 

5.8 

.5.5 

4.8 

4.9 

<  51.6 

British  Ouiana. . .  . 

2  (85) 

(2) 

(2) 

8.2 

4.7 

5.4 

5.1 

4.9 

«  51.8 

Canada _ _ _ 

2  (631) 

(2) 

(2) 

7.9 

5.6 

5.3 

5.1 

4.8 

i  51.5 

2  (3) 

(8) 

(2) 

33.3 

*  33.3 

United  Kingdom _ _ _ 

2  (516) 

(2) 

(2) 

7.8 

5.6 

5.3 

5.1 

4.8 

<  51.6 

1  Increase  over  1955  basic  quotas  before  proration  of  deficit. 

*  No  specific  proration  1955.  amount  shown  is  1953-54  average  entries, 
s  No  specific  prorations  1955  or  1956. 

<  Increase  over  1953-54  average  entries. 


The  committee  has  not  included  in  the  bill  any  specific  directive  for 
the  distribution  to  individual  producers  within  the  various  domestic 
areas  of  any  additional  quotas  that  may  become  available.  The 
authority  of  the  Secretary  and  his  obligation  to  make  equitable  distri¬ 
bution  and  to  protect  the  interests  of  new  producers,  small  producers 
and  tenants  as  set  forth  in  subsection  302  (b)  of  the  act  appear  to  be 
sufficient,  particularly  since  no  suggested  change  in  that  subsectioin 
has  been  offered.  An  amendment  was  presented  during  the  hearings^ 
which  would  have  dhected  special  treatment  to  those  farms  on  recla¬ 
mation  projects  on  wliicli  any  acreage  suitable  for  sugar  beet  produc¬ 
tion  has  been  made  available.  The  record  shows  that  the  acreage  of 
all  growers  in  both  the  domestic  cane  and  sugar  beet  areas  has  been 
substantially  cut  back  and  objection  was  registered  with  the  committee 
to  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  amendment.  The  inclusion  of  the 
proposed  directive  would  have  substantially  altered  existing  provisions 
of  the  act  and  the  administrative  machinery  that  has  been  developed 
for  the  making  of  an  equitable  distribution  of  acreage  to  all  interested 
parties.  The  committee  believes  that  any  setting  aside  or  earmarking 
of  acreage  for  any  special  group  or  area  is  not  in  the  interest  of  equit¬ 
able  or  effective  administration  of  the  law,  and  that  it  is  highly  un¬ 
desirable  to  change  the  terms  of  the  present  law,  or  its  administration 
to  accord  special  treatment  to  any  group  of  growers  or  type  of  land. 

Foreign  countries  which  fail  by  a  substantial  margin  to  supply  sugar 
to  this  market  in  years  when  the  world  price  is  higher  than  our  domes- 
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tic  price  are  subject  to  quota  curtailment  in  future  years,  unless  the 
failure  results  from  crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  unless  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  curtailment  is  unwarranted. 

Provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  which  hmit  the  entry  of  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  within  quotas  of  both  forei^  and  offshore  domestic  areas 
would  be  varied  shghtly  to  permit  an  increase  in  such  allocations  for 
the  offshore  domestic  areas  and  to  permit  those  foreign  countries  which 
have  relatively  small  quotas  the  convenience  of  shipping  either  raw 
or  refined  sugar  to  this  market. 

The  method  of  prorating  deficits  would  be  changed  slightly  to  insure 
that  increases  which  domestic  areas  receive  through  market  participation 
but  which  they  are  not  able  to  fill  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domes¬ 
tic  areas,  rather  than  to  Cuba  and  the  other  domestic  areas,  as  is  the 
case  under  the  present  act.  In  the  event  a  domestic  area  is  unable 
to  fill  a  proration  of  a  deficit  assigned  to  it  which  results  from  increased 
quota  due  to  market  participation,  the  unfilled  portion  also  would  be 
'^apportioned  to  other  domestic  areas  unless  no  such  area  is  able  to 
'  'supply  the  required  quantity  in  which  case  it  would  be  added  to  the 
quota  of  Cuba. 

There  are  other  amendments  in  the  bill  which  deal  with  technical 
and  administrative  matters.  These  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
analysis  of  the  bill  which  appears  later  in  this  report. 


GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Participation  bj’-  United  States  sugar  producers  in  the  future  market 
growth  in  this  country  does  no  more  than  restore  to  them  the  status 
they  had  under  sugar-quota  legislation  prior  to  World  War  II. 

In  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  were  limited 
to  fixed  quantities  in  order  to  assist  Cuba  in  making  the  transition 
from  wartime  to  peacetime  conditions  by  assigning  to  her  virtually 
all  of  the  increases  in  the  United  States  sugar  market.  It  was  recog¬ 
nized  at  the  time  that  the  change  was  of  a  temporary  nature  and 
that  at  the  appropriate  time  the  domestic  areas  should  resume 
participation  in  market  growth. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  1956  is  the  appropriate  time 

)in  view  of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  domestic  areas  are  producing  at  or 
above  their  quota  levels  even  though  successively  more  stringent 
production  controls  have  been  imposed  in  several  of  those  areas. 
Additional  quotas  granted  to  foreign  countries  are  in  line  with  our 
I  national  policy  of  broadening  our  trade  relations.  Cuba  retains  its 
status  as  our  largest  foreign  supplier  by  a  wide  margin  and  also 
retains  a  larger  share  in  our  market  growth  than  any  other  area. 

A  number  of  other  Latin  American  countries  receive  quota  increases 
which  are  large  proportionally  to  their  marketings  heretofore,  but 
which  are  small  in  relation  to  our  total  imports. 

I  Cuba’s  marketings  in  the  United  States  wiU  not  increase  as  much 
as  had  been  anticipated  in  1956,  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill, 
because  of  participation  by  the  domestic  areas  in  market  increases 
beginning  that  year.  Cuba’s  share  will  also  reflect  the  increases 
beginning  in  1957  in  the  shares  of  the  market  assigned  to  other 
foreign  countries. 

The  actual  tonnage  of  sugar  which  Cuba  Avill  market  in  the  United 
States  is  expected  to  increase,  substantially,  however,  from  year  to 
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year  because  of  the  anticipated  continuation  of  increases  in  our  sugar 
consumption. 

NATIONAL  POLICY 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  defense  and  strategic  reasons  to  preserve  within  the  United 
States  the  ability  to  produce  a  portion  of  our  sugar  requirements. 
This  has  been  done  because  sugar  is  an  essential  and  vital  food  prod¬ 
uct  needed  by  American  consumers,  the  supply  of  which  on  a  world¬ 
wide  scale  has  been  marked  by  periods  of  alternating  scarcity  and 
surplus. 

A  large  portion  of  the  world’s  sugar  production  is  grown  in  tropical 
countries  with  essentially  one-crop  economies,  where  cheap  labor  is 
abundantly  available.  An  additional  large  portion  is  distributed 
among  the  majority  of  the  countries  of  the  world  which,  like  the 
United  iStates,  provide  protection  to  tlieir  sugar  industries.  In  these 
circumstances,  it  is  unlikely  that  a  significant  amount  of  sugar  would 
be  grown  in  the  continental  United  States  if  American  producers 
had  to  comiiete  on  the  open  world  market  with  sugar  produced  with 
cbeap  tropical  labor.  This  can  be  readily  seen  from  chart  1  which 
shows  a  comparison  of  wage  rates  of  sugar-cane  and  sugar-beet 
workers  for  the  sugar-producing  areas  of  the  United  States  and  for  a 
number  of  other  sugar-producing  countries. 

P’or  many  years,  protection  was  afforded  to  our  sugar  producers 
solely  tbrougli  the  tariff.  Although  the  tariff  did  assist  domestic 
producers,  it  still  left  them  exposed  to  tlie  price  fluctuations  of  the 
world  sugar  market.  It  also  increased  the  price  of  sugar  to  consumers 
in  the  Ihiited  States  without  assuring  them  of  adequate  foreign  sources 
of  supply  in  case  of  emergencies. 

A  quota  system  which  prorated  domestic  consumption  among 
producers  in  the  United  States  and  a  number  of  foreign  countries 
was  developed  and  enacted  into  law  in  1934.  The  quota  system  was 
revised  in  1937  and  again  in  the  jiresent  act  which  became  effective 
in  1948  and  was  amended  in  1951,  effective  as  of  January  1,  1953. 
Since  initiation  of  the  quota  system,  the  tariff  on  sugar  has  been 
reduced  75  ])ercent  and  now  represents  only  sujiplementary  jirotection 
to  the  sugar  industry. 

A  tax  of  0.5  cent  per  pound  is  imposed  on  sugar  manufactured  or 
imported  into  the  United  States.  Payments  are  made  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  at  a  rate  which  ranges  from 
80  cents  per  100  pounds  of  recoverable  sugar  produced  on  small 
farms  to  as  little  as  30  cents  per  100  pounds  of  production  in  excess 
of  30,000  tons  of  sugar  on  large  farms.  To  qualify  for  payments 
under  the  jirogram,  producers  must  comply  with  production  restric¬ 
tions,  pay  fair  wages  to  workers,  and  not  employ  child  labor  and,  if 
they  are  also  processors,  pay  fair  prices  for  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets. 

>  Income  to  the  Government  from  the  tax  on  sugar  has  been  very 
substantially  in  excess  of  the  amount  disbursed  as  payments  to  do¬ 
mestic  growers  during  each  of  the  years  under  the  program.  In 
recent  years  the  income  from  the  excise  and  import  compensating 
tax  has  exceeded  $80  million  annually,  while  payments  to  growers 
and  administration  expenses  hav^e  approximated  $65  million.  In  the 
last  18  years  there  has  been  a  net  return  to  the  Treasury  of  over 
$300  million  in  the  difference  between  collections  on  the  sugar  excise 
tax  and  the  costs  of  the  Sugar  Act  program. 
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Chart  1 


SUGAR  BEETS  AND  SUGAR  CANE 
DAILY  EARNINGS  OF  HARVEST  WORKERS 


1955  Crop  including 
fringe  benefits. 

1950  Crop  excluding 
fringe  benefits. 

aD  No.  s 
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World  sugar  situation 

World  sugar  production  reached  a  record  level  of  about  47  million 
tons  during  1954-55  despite  the  fact  that  production  was  rigidly 
controlled  in  Cuba  and  most  areas  of  the  United  States.  By  com¬ 
parison,  a  century  ago  production  had  been  less  than  2  million  tons 
and  in  1900  it  was  only  13  million  tons.  During  the  period  just 
before  and  after  World  War  II  it  was  about  33  mUlion  tons.  Pro¬ 
duction  of  centrifugal  sugar,  which  now  accounts  for  all  but  about 
7  million  tons  of  the  total,  is  shown  by  countries  for  recent  years 
in  table  C. 


Table  C.- — Centrifugal  sugar  (raw  value):  Production  in  specified  countries,  averages 
1935-39,  1945-49,  annual  1951-54  * 


[1,000  short  tons] 


Continent  and  country 

Averages 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1935-39 

1945-49 

North  American  (cane  and  beet): 

British  Honduras—- . — . 

1 

1 

3 

4 

3 

5 

Canada . . . 

76 

99 

133 

160 

131 

133 

Costa  Rica _ 

9 

20 

33 

34 

38 

35 

El  Salvador _ _ _ _ 

17 

27 

31 

32 

36 

36 

Guatemala . . . 

19 

33 

33 

44 

46 

48 

Honduras . . . 

2 

1 

7 

10 

11 

11 

Mexico _ 

353 

636 

807 

911 

960 

1,041 

Nicaragua . . - . . 

9 

21 

35 

38 

38 

44 

Panama . - . . . . 

5 

11 

21 

20 

21 

19 

United  States  (beet).. . . 

1,517 

1, 514 

1,549 

1, 505 

1,816 

2,043 

United  States  (cane) . 

474 

455 

419 

605 

630 

665 

Hawaii _ 

980 

861 

1,020 

1,099 

1,077 

1, 127 

Puerto  Rico . . . . . 

982 

1,143 

1,360 

1,182 

» 1,204 

» 1,166 

Virgin  Islands . . . . 

6 

6 

12 

14 

10 

10 

Antigua . . . . . 

22 

25 

38 

36 

14 

22 

Barbados . . . 

114 

121 

176 

169 

184 

169 

Cuba. . . . 

3,183 

5,898 

7,964 

25, 687 

5  6, 391 

2  4, 994 

Dominican  Republic _ _ 

491 

509 

648 

668 

699 

673 

Grenada _ 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Guadalupe . . . 

60 

48 

106 

96 

114 

123 

Haiti. . . . 

44 

49 

64 

63 

46 

58 

Jamaica _ _ _ 

119 

235 

299 

370 

407 

444 

Martinique _ 

64 

29 

42 

60 

78 

87 

St.  Kitts _ _ 

36 

40 

57 

58 

56 

65 

St.  Lucia  and  St.  Vincent. . 

11 

12 

14 

16 

14 

17 

Trinidad  and  Tobago _ _ 

149 

144 

154 

171 

193 

216 

Total,  North  America . 

8,744 

11, 939 

15,027 

13,053 

13, 218 

13, 132 

Western  Europe  (beet): 

Austria . . . . . 

196 

46 

175 

146 

197 

229 

Belgium . . . . 

259 

246 

293 

356 

450 

382 

Denmark _ 

260 

266 

394 

295 

425 

243 

Finland _ _ 

13 

14 

23 

22 

40 

41 

France _ _ _ 

1,078 

823 

1,395 

1,100 

1,804 

1,860 

Germany,  Western _ 

610 

524 

1, 169 

990 

1,552 

1,438 

Ireland _ 

89 

95 

100 

102 

143 

111 

Italy. _ _ _ _ 

414 

331 

825 

820 

861 

968 

Netherlands _ _ _ 

261 

270 

386 

478 

504 

466 

Spain  s _ _ _ 

202 

200 

366 

669 

380 

327 

Sweden..  _ 

340 

311 

<323 

<  267 

<388 

<335 

Switzerland _ 

13 

28 

33 

32 

36 

37 

United  Kingdom . . . 

515 

612 

753 

686 

860 

699 

Yugoslavia _ 

103 

127 

256 

61 

211 

161 

Total,  Western  Europe . . 

4,353 

3, 893 

6,491 

6,024 

7,857 

7,296 

Total,  Eastern  Euro^ . . . 

2,925 

2,055 

3,095 

2,290 

3,600 

3,205 

Total,  Europe _ _ 

7, 278 

5, 948 

9,586 

8,314 

11, 457 

10,501 

U.  S.  S.  R.  (Europe  and  Asia)  (beet) _ 

2,761 

1,643 

2,700 

2,500 

2,700 

2,600 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  9. 
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Tablk  C.  Ccniviftigcil  sugdT  {vdw  value') '  PToduction  in  specified  countvies.  averages 
1935—39,  1945—49,  annual  1951—54  * — Continued 


[1,000  short  tons] 


Continent  and  country 

Averages 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1935-39 

1945-49 

Asia  (beet  and  cane) : 

Afghanistan  (beet) _ 

5 

4 

Burma. _ _ _ 

27 

16 

17 

25 

26 

25 

China,  including  Manchuria  ® _ 

87 

77 

72 

96 

86 

132 

India . . . 

1,303 

1,319 

1,900 

1, 686 

1, 320 

2, 000 

Indochina _ _ _ 

77 

11 

7 

4 

3 

3 

Indonesia.  _ _ 

1,207 

102 

472 

637 

683 

787 

Iran  (beet) _ 

23 

41 

85 

87 

86 

76 

Japan  (beet).— _ _  _ 

46 

11 

31 

38 

48 

49 

Pakistan . . . 

33 

34 

83 

95 

91 

117 

Philippines,  Republic  of _ 

1,058 

382 

1, 076 

1, 134 

1,435 

1,371 

Ryukyu  Islands _ _ 

32 

0 

1 

4 

6 

5 

Syria  (beet) _ _ _ _ 

0 

0 

2 

7 

9 

9 

Taiwan  (Formosa) _ _ _ 

1,  240 

346 

597 

983 

796 

832 

Thailand _ 

21 

28 

37 

40 

40 

44 

Turkey  (beet) _ _ 

76 

131 

228 

200 

213 

215 

Total,  Asia  (excluding  U.  S.  S.  R.).. 

5,230 

2, 492 

4,  613 

5,040 

4,849 

5,672 

South  America  (cane) : 

Argentina..  _ _ _ 

510 

654 

760 

654 

829 

908 

Bolivia..  _ 

1 

2 

3 

7 

6 

9 

Brazil _ _ 

830 

1,420 

1, 857 

2,151 

2,328 

2,479 

British  Guiana . . . 

210 

198 

272 

269 

268 

288 

Colombia _  _ 

51 

135 

178 

218 

261 

304 

Ecuador _ _ _ 

24 

44 

53 

64 

62 

58 

Paraguay _ 

6 

16 

33 

25 

16 

19 

Peru . . . . . 

444 

485 

528 

675 

688 

725 

Surinam  _ 

15 

5 

7 

8 

6 

6 

Uruguay  ® _ _ _ _ _ 

2 

3 

11 

19 

25 

37 

Venezuela . . . . 

22 

41 

70 

80 

110 

130 

Total,  South  America.. . . 

2,115 

3, 003 

3, 772 

4, 170 

4,589 

4, 963 

Africa  (cane) : 

Angola _ _ _ 

37 

50 

54 

56 

57 

50 

Belgian  Congo _ _ _ _ 

14 

17 

17 

18 

20 

20 

British  East  Africa . . . . 

63 

88 

88 

92 

73 

86 

Egypt - - 

166 

211 

208 

252 

295 

330 

Madagascar _ 

16 

14 

17 

19 

20 

20 

Madeira  and  Azore  Islands  *... . 

9 

9 

11 

11 

11 

11 

Mauritius _ 

320 

351 

535 

517 

566 

551 

Mozambique . . . . . 

81 

86 

92 

104 

99 

104 

Reunion _ _ _ 

91 

81 

142 

174 

189 

200 

Union  of  South  .Africa . . . . 

498 

542 

533 

670 

725 

828 

Total,  Africa _ 

1,295 

1,449 

1,697 

1, 913 

2, 055 

2,200 

Oceania  (cane): 

Australia _ _  _ 

894 

830 

809 

1,027 

1,357 

1,437 

Fiji _ _ _ 

150 

131 

146 

183 

229 

137 

Pacific  Islands _ _ _ 

69 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Oceania _ _ 

1,113 

961 

955 

1, 210 

1,586 

1,574 

World  total  (cane) _ _ _ 

__  16,763 

18, 053 

24, 008 

23, 366 

23, 931 

24,  945 

World  total  (beet) _ _ _ 

11;  773 

9;  382 

14',  342 

12;  834 

16;  523 

15;  597 

World  total  (beet  and  cane) _ 

28,  536 

27, 435 

38, 350 

36,  200 

40,  454 

40,  542 

1  Centrifugal  sugar,  as  distinguished  from  nonoentrifugal,  includes  cane  and  beet  sugar  produced  by  the 
centrifugal  process,  which  is  the  principal  kind  moving  in  International  trade. 

Years  shown  are  for  crop  years;  generally  the  harvesting  season  begins  in  the  fall  months  of  the  year 
shown  or  in  the  early  months  of  the  following  year,  except  in  certain  cane-sugar-producing  countries  in 
the  Southern  Hemisphere,  such  as  Australia,  Argentina,  Maritius,  Union  of  South  Africa,  etc.,  where  the 
season  begins  in  May  or  June  of  the  year  shown. 

2  Restricted  crop. 

3  Includes  a  small  amount  of  cane  sugar. 

*  Including  sugar  from  Danish  beets  processed  in  Sweden. 

•  Includes  both  cane  and  beet  sugar. 

Source:  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  Prepared  or  estimated  on  the  basis  of  official  statistics  of  foreign 
governments,  reports  of  agrlcultmal  attachfis  and  other  United  States  representatives  abroad,  results  of 
office  research  and  other  information.  Estimates  of  countries  having  boundary  changes  have  been  adjusted 
to  postwar  boundaries. 
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The  remarkable  increase  in  production  long  ago  removed  sugar 
from  the  category  of  luxury  food  items  and  made  it  one  of  the  cheapest 
of  all  foods  on  a  caloric  basis.  Postwar  increases  in  production  have 
brought  the  world  market  price  down  to  the  present  low  level  of  about 
3.25  cents  per  pound. 

Production  has  been  stimulated  by  special  incentives  in  the  way  of 
subsidies,  tariffs,  and  other  programs  designed  to  make  most  of  the 
countries  of  the  world  partially  or  wholly  self-sufficient  with  respect 
to  sugar  production.  In  those  tropical  areas  where  sugar  is  produced 
in  large  quantities  for  export,  the  absence  of  other  opportunities  for 
utilizing  labor  lias  tended  to  promote  ever-increasing  production 
through  low  wages.  Because  of  these  situations,  falling  prices  have 
not  had  the  familiar  effect  of  curtailing  production.  In  a  similar 
way,  consumption  on  a  per  capita  basis  has  not  tended  to  rise  sig¬ 
nificantly  in  response  to  price  declines.  This  is  so  because  of  high 
retail  prices  for  sugar  in  many  countries  resulting  from  consumption 
taxes  and  other  devices  which  insulate  the  retail  price  of  sugar  in 
those  countries  from  the  free  world  market  price. 

In  most  of  the  countries  of  the  world,  the  price  of  sugar  to  consumers 
is  from  2  to  17  cents  per  pound  above  the  world  market  level. 

The  International  Sugar  Agreement  negotiated  in  London  during 
1953  has  as  one  of  its  objectives  the  promotion  of  sugar  consumption 
through  the  removal  of  excessive  taxation  and  other  consumption 
retarding  devices  and  the  discouragement  of  undue  protectionism. 

The  long-term  effect  of  the  agreement  in  this  respect  may  be  very 
heljiful  and  in  the  meantime  world  consumption  has  been  rising  at 
a  cpiite  remarkable  rate  in  response  to  popidation  growth  and 
improving  economic  conditions. 

The  International  Sugar  Agreement  is  also  designed  to  gear  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  destined  for  sale  in  tlie  world  market  to  demand  in 
that  market.  Nevertheless,  the  outlook  is  the  same  as  it  has  been 
in  the  past:  chronic  production  in  excess  of  demand  during  non¬ 
emergency  periods  alternating  with  unsatisfiable  demand  during 
emergency  or  wartime  periods. 

Prior  to  the  war,  our  domestic  ])roduction  fluctuated  considerably 
and  averaged  about  4  million  tons,  a  level  it  first  had  attained  in  1933. 
During  the  war,  and  particidarly  in  the  latter  stages,  our  national 
policy  was  to  encourage  other  ci’ops  to  a  greater  extent  than  sugar 
l)eets.  Because  of  this  situation  coupled  with  labor  and  supply 
shortages  resulting  from  the  war,  as  well  as  direct  war  activities, 
production  declined  in  each  of  the  domestic  areas,  except  the  mainland 
cane  area  and  averaged  about  3.5  million  tons.  Since  the  enactment 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  production  has  risen  in  each  of  the  domestic 
areas  and  for  the  period  lias  averaged  about  4.5  million  tons.  In  1954 
it  totaled  4.9  million  tons  and  is  estimated  to  have  been  about  4.7 
million  tons  in  1955. 

HISTORICAL  DEVELOPMENTS 

The  first  tariff  on  sugar  was  imposed  in  1789  to  provide  revenue 
for  this  country  in  the  early  years  of  its  independence.  During  the 
major  part  of  the  19th  century,  when  import  duties  and  domestic 
excise  taxes  were  the  chief  source  of  Government  receipts,  the  sugar 
tariff  yielded  close  to  20  percent  of  our  import  duties. 

The  revenue  tariff,  incidentally,  provided  protection  to  the  sugar 
industry  in  Louisiana  after  that  area  became  a  United  States  Territory 
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in  1803.  Hawaii  also  received  the  benefit  of  tariff  protection  under 
the  Reciprocal  Treaty  of  1875  negotiated  with  the  then  Kingdom  of 
Hawaii.  Following  a  short  experiment  during  the  years  between  1890 
and  1894,  with  sugar  on  the  free  list  and  with  a  2-cent-per-pound 
bounty  on  domestically  produced  sugar,  the  tariff  was  reenacted 
strictly  as  a  protective  device  for  the  domestic  industry. 

After  the  Spanish- American  War,  our  new  possessions,  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Philippines,  received  the  benefit  of  tariff  protection  and  a 
preferred  tariff  status  was  granted  to  Cuba.  Production  expanded 
rapidly  in  all  three  areas  and  also  in  the  mainland  sugar  beet  area 
which  had  developed  in  the  latter  part  of  the  19th  century,  but  which 
grew  rapidly  in  the  early  years  of  the  present  century. 

During  the  protective-tariff  period,  our  sugar  industry  experienced 
alternating  periods  of  prosperity  and  depression.  But  by  1933  it 
had  become  clear  that  the  tariff  system  alone  would  no  longer  ade¬ 
quately  protect  the  domestic  industry.  Moreover,  it  had  brought 
Cuba,  our  principal  foreign  supplier,  to  economic  and  political  chaos. 
Sugar  prices  in  Cuba  that  year  declined  to  a  small  fraction  of  the 
2-cent-per-pound  tariff.  Cuba  was  no  longer  a  major  market  for 
.4merican  goods.  Mainland  sugar  producers  could  not  get  “fair 
exchange  value”  for  their  sugar  crops. 

Under  the  present  quota  system,  the  tariff  is  a  supplementary  means 
of  protection  and  has  been  reduced  progressively  from  a  rate  of  2 
cents  per  pound  of  Cuban  sugar  in  1934  to  the  present  rate  of  0.5 
cent  per  pound. 

Congress  in  1934  enacted  the  Jones-Costlgan  Act,  which  restricted 
the  supply  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  market  to  a  total  quantity 
determined  each  year  by  the  Secretary.  Market  shares  for  the 
mainland  beet  and  the  cane  areas  were  established  in  the  act  largely 
on  the  basis  of  production  during  the  2  preceding  years.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  was  given  discretionary  power  to  determine  which  3  years  during 
the  9-year  period,  1925-33,  would  serve  “as  the  most  representative” 
years  to  form  the  basis  for  the  quotas  of  each  of  the  offshore  areas. 
For  most  of  the  areas  he  chose  the  period  1931-33,  and  for  Hawaii 
the  period  1930-32.  The  act  also  provided  for  a  processing  tax  on 
sugar  and  for  benefit  payments  to  domestic  growers  as  well  aiS  for 
control  of  domestic  production  and  imports. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1937  established  each  area’s  share  of  the  market 
on  the  basis  of  percentages  which  were  about  the  same  as  those  de¬ 
veloped  through  experience  under  the  1934  act.  As  a  group,  the 
domestic  areas  received  55.59  percent  of  total  domestic  requirements 
and  were  guaranteed  a  minimum  quota  of  3,750,000  tons.  Cuba’s 
percentage  was  28.60;  the  full-duty  countries,  0.40;  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines,  15.41,  with  a  guaranteed  minimum  quota  for  the 
latter  country  of  952,000  tons  of  sugar,  commercial  weight. 

The  act  provided  for  an  excise  tax  at  the  rate  of  one-half  cent  per 
pound  of  sugar  and  also  provided  for  payments  to  domestic  growers 
on  the  condition  that  marketings  were  kept  within  individual  propor¬ 
tionate  shares  of  the  quota;  that  they  paid  fair  wages  and  employed 
no  child  labor,  and  that  those  who  were  also  processors  paid  fair 
prices  for  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets. 

After  suspension  of  quotas  during  the  war  years,  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  was  enacted  with  a  number  of  changes  designed  to  meet  the 
problems  of  the  postwar  transitional  period.  This  committee  empha- 
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sized  in  its  report  at  that  time  that  the  act  was  to  l>e  regarded  in  that 
light  and  not  as  the  establishment  of  long-term  national  sugar  policy. 

The  domestic  areas  were  given  fixed  tonnage  quotas  which  were 
roughly  equivalent  to  the  percentage  shares  they  had  received  under 
the  1937  act.  The  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  whose  sugar  industry 
had  been  demolished  during  the  war,  received  the  fixed  tonnage 
quota  specified  in  the  Philippine  Trade  Act  of  1946,  952,000  tons  of 
sugar,  commercial  weight.  Cuba  and  the  full-tluty  countries  became 
the  residual  suppliers,  with  Cuba  receiving  98.64  percent  of  such 
needed  supplies.  Cuba  also  was  to  supply  95  percent  of  the  deficits 
in  the  Philippine  quota  which,  it  was  known,  wouhl  be  large  during 
the  years  when  that  country  was  I’ebuilding  its  sugar  industry.  The 
full-duty  countries  which  formerly  received  all  of  the  Philippines 
deficits  retained  5  percent. 

The  Sugar  Act  was  amended  and  extended  in  1951,  effective  as  of 
January  1,  1953.  The  major  features  of  the  1948  act  were  retained 
unchanged  except  that  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  was  increased  by 
170,000  tons,  that  for  the  Virgin  Islands  by  6,000  tons,  and  Cuba’s 
ghare  of  the  residual  quota  was  reduced  to  96  percent,  while  the 
share  of  the  full-duty  countries  was  raised  to  4  i)ercent. 

Because  of  the  special  consideration  given  to  Cuba  under  the  1948 
act  and  the  healthy  demand  in  the  world  market,  Cuba,  contrary  to 
expectations,  was  not  required  to  cut  its  production  during  the  early 
postwar  years.  As  a  result  of  the  flourishing  demand  for  sugar  during 
the  period  of  the  Korean  hostilities,  Cuba  actually  was  enabled  to 
increase  production  steadily  until  1952,  when  the  record  crop  of  8 
million  tons  was  harvested.  That  crop,  however,  sujiplied  all  world 
needs  and  left  a  surplus  of  approximately  2  million  tons,  which  has 
overhung  the  market  since  that  time.  Beginning  with  the  next  crop, 
Cuba  drastically  curtailed  production  and  has  continued  to  do  so 
during  each  succeeding  year. 

Cuba  sujiplied  to  this  market  an  average  of  2.1  million  tons  under 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  2.9  million  tons  during  the  war  years,  3.0  mil¬ 
lion  tons  during  the  5  years  under  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  and  2.8  million 
tons  during  the  3  completed  years  under  the  present  extension. 

^Vdien  the  act  was  extended  in  1951,  Puerto  Rico  was  the  only  do¬ 
mestic  area  which  had  ex])erienced  a  surplus  crop  and  the  quota  for 
that  area  was  increased  by  170,000  tons  to  alleviate  the  problem. 
^^^len  the  extension  became  effective  in  1953,  it  already  had  become 
apparent,  however,  that  production  was  rising  rapidly  to  quota  levels 
in  all  of  the  domestic  areas.  Farm  production,  in  general,  was  mov¬ 
ing  toward  a  surplus  situation  in  1952  and,  as  a  result,  sugar  beets 
have  become  increasingly  favorable  in  relation  to  alternative  crops. 

Production  research  has  made  available  new  varieties  of  both  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane  plus  improved  agronomic  practices  which  have 
tended  to  increase  ^fields  substantially  in  the  last  few  years.  This 
tendency  has  been  particularly  strong  in  the  mainland  cane  area. 

Marketing  allotments  and  acreage  controls  have  been  in  effect  in 
Puerto  Rico  continuously  under  the  present  extension  of  the  act. 
Marketing  allotments  were  imposed  in  the  mainland  cane  area  in 
1953  and  in  the  domestic  beet  area  in  1954.  Acreage  allotments 
have  been  in  effect  in  the  mainland  cane  area  since  1954  and  in  the 
beet  area  beginning  with  the  1955  crop. 

Current  sugar  inventories  in  the  domestic  beet  area  are  about 
250,000  tons  above  average  and  in  the  domestic  cane  area  230,000 
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tons  above  average.  In  the  mainland  cane  area  inventories  amount 
to  400,000  tons,  or  140  percent  above  average,  and  in  the  domestic 
beet  area,  1,600,000  tons,  or  20  percent  above  average.  The  special 
Government  purchase  program  will  reduce  these  inventories  by 
71,500  tons  in  the  mainland  cane  area  and  28,500  tons  in  the  domestic 
beet  area. 

SUGAR  PRICES 

A  hundred  years  ago,  sugar  was  very  expensive  and  quite  rare. 
After  the  Civil  War,  for  instance,  raw  sugar  wholesaled  for  more  than 
20  cents  per  pound  and  at  one  time  in  our  history  the  tariff  alone  on 
loaf  sugar  was  12  cents  per  pound.  As  the  price  of  sugar  declined, 
consumption  rose  until  the  middle  1920’s,  after  which  time  price 
appeared  to  have  little  effect  upon  the  rate  of  sugar  consumption  in 
this  country.  The  price  of  sugar  in  relation  to  other  foods  and  per 
capita  distribution  of  sugar  are  shown  in  table  D  for  the  period  since 
1860: 


T.\ble  D. — Wholesale  sugar  •prices,  index  numbers  of  wholesale  prices  of  all  foods 
and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relation  to  prices  of  all  foods,  annually  1860-1954 
and  monthly  January  to  May  1955 

[Index  numbers  of  per  capita  disposable  income  and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relation  to  per  capita  disposable 
income  annually,  1910-54,  and  1st  quarter  of  1955] 


Year 

(1) 

Sugar  price, 
net  cash. 
New  York 

(2) 

Index  numbers 
(1935-39=100) 

Sugar  prices  In 
relation  to — 

Prices  of 
aU  foods 
(wholesale) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
Income 

(4) 

Prices  of 
aU  foods 

(5) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
Income 

(6) 

Cts.  per  lb. 

Cts.  per  lb. 

Cts.  per  lb. 

I860  . - . 

9.  78 

78 

12. 54 

1861  . . . 

8. 75 

73 

11.99 

1862  . - 

11. 16 

87 

12. 83 

1863  - . . . 

14.28 

100 

14.28 

1864  . - . 

22.  66 

154 

14.  65 

1865  . 

21.  56 

147 

14.  67 

1866  . . . . 

16.68 

141 

11.  97 

1867  . 

15.  78 

136 

11.  60 

1868  . 

16. 32 

139 

11.  74 

1869  - . - . 

16. 19 

126 

12. 85 

1870  . - . 

13.  53 

113 

11.97 

1871  .  . . 

13.  28 

106 

12.  53 

1872  . .  . 

12. 37 

99 

12.  49 

1873  . . 

11.34 

100 

11.34 

1874  . 

10.  56 

103 

10. 25 

1875  . - _ _ 

10.  72 

98 

10. 94 

1876  . 

10. 47 

92 

11.38 

1877  . 

11.31 

94 

12. 03 

1878  . . - . 

9. 48 

76 

12. 47 

1879 

8.  78 

73 

12. 03 

1880  . 

9.  60 

78 

12. 31 

1881  . . . . . 

9. 67 

86 

11.24 

1882  . 

9.23 

93 

9.  92 

1883  . 

8.  51 

84 

10. 13 

1884  . 

6. 78 

76 

8.  92 

1885  . 

6.  44 

69 

9.33 

1886  . - . . 

6. 12 

64 

9.  56 

1887  . - . 

6. 01 

70 

6.  59 

1888  -  -  - 

7. 01 

70 

10.  01 

1889  . - . 

7. 64 

64 

11.94 

1890 . . . 

6.17 

70 

8. 81 

1891 . 

4.  64 

69 

6.72 

1892  . - . 

4. 35 

64 

6.80 

1893  .  . 

4. 84 

69 

7.01 

1894  .  .  . 

4.12 

61 

6.75 

1895  .  . 

4.15 

60 

6.92 

1896  . 

4. 53 

55 

8.24 

1897  . 

4. 50 

58 

7.  76 

1898 . . . . . 

4.96 

60 

8.27 

14 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948 


Table  D. — Wholesale  sugar  -prices,  index  numbers  of  wholesale  prices  of  all  foods 
and  wholesale  sugar  prices  in  relation  to  prices  of  all  foods,  annually  1860-1954- 
and  monthly  January  to  May  1955 — Continued 


Year 

0) 

Sugar  price, 
net  cash. 
New  York 

(2) 

Index  numbers 
(1935-39=100) 

Sugar  prices  In 
relation  to — 

Prices  of 
all  foods 
(wholesale) 

(3) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
Income 

(4) 

Prices  of 
all  foods 

(5) 

Per  capita 
disposable 
Income 

(6) 

Cis.  per  lb. 

CIS.  per  lb. 

Cis.  per  lb. 

1899  . . . 

4. 92 

60 

8.20 

1900  . - . - . 

5.32 

64 

8. 31 

looi  . . - . 

5.05 

7.89 

1902  — . - . - . 

4.46 

68 

6.56 

1903 

4.64 

66 

7.03 

1904  . . 

4.77 

69 

6.91 

1905  . . 

5.26 

69 

7.62 

1906  . - . 

4.  ,52 

68 

6.65 

1907  . 

4.65 

72 

1908  . 

4.96 

74 

6.70 

1909 . - . - . 

4.76 

79 

6.03 

1910 - - - - 

4.  97 

82 

«>3 

6. 06 

7.89 

1911 _ _ - 

5.  34 

78 

63 

6.  85 

8. 48 

1912 - - - - 

5.04 

85 

67 

5.93 

7.52 

1913 _ _ _ _ - 

4.28 

82 

69 

5.22 

6.20 

1914 . . . .  . . . 

i.m 

82 

68 

5.71 

6.88 

1915 - - - 

5.  .56 

82 

71 

6.78 

7.83 

1916_ _ _ _ 

6.  86 

95 

82 

7.22 

8.  37 

1917 _ _ _ _ 

7. 06 

132 

98 

5.80 

7.82 

1918 - - - - - 

7.83 

151 

108 

5. 19 

7.25 

1919 . . . . 

9.00 

164 

122 

5.  49 

7.38 

1920 _ _ _ _ - . - 

15.55 

174 

126 

8.94 

12. 34 

1921 - - 

6.19 

114 

99 

5.  43 

6.25 

1922 - - - 

5.93 

111 

104 

5.34 

5.70 

1923 - - - - 

8.41 

117 

119 

7.19 

7.07 

1924 - - - - - 

7.  31 

115 

118 

6.  36 

6. 19 

1925. - - - - . 

5.  45 

126 

123 

4.33 

4.43 

1926 . . . . 

5.  46 

126 

126 

4.  33 

4.33 

1927 . . . . 

5.79 

122 

124 

4.75 

4.67 

1928 . - _ _ _ 

5.  ,52 

128 

126 

4.  31 

4.38 

1929 . - . 

5.03 

126 

132 

3.99 

3.  81 

1930 . . . - . . 

4.62 

114 

117 

4.  05 

3.95 

1931 . . . . 

4.  43 

95 

99 

4.66 

4.  47 

1932 . . . . . . 

3.99 

77 

75 

5.  18 

5.  32 

1933 . - . . . . . . 

4.32 

77 

70 

5.01 

6. 17 

1934 . . . . - . . 

4.  44 

89 

80 

4.  99 

5.55 

1935 . . . . . . 

4.85 

I0(> 

89 

4.58 

5.45 

1936 _ _ _ _ 

4.  69 

104 

101 

4.  51 

4.64 

1937 _ _ _ - . . . . 

4.73 

108 

107 

4.38 

4.42 

1938 . . . . 

4.  48 

93 

98 

4.  82 

4.57 

1939 . . . . 

4.58 

89 

105 

5. 15 

4.36 

1940 _ _ _ _ _ 

4.33 

90 

112 

4.  81 

3.87 

1941 . . . . 

4.92 

105 

136 

4.69 

3.62 

1942 . . . . . . 

5.  45 

126 

170 

4.33 

3.  21 

1943 . . . . . . 

5.  49 

135 

190 

4.  07 

2.89 

1944 . . . . 

5.  46 

133 

206 

4.  11 

2.65 

1945.. . . . . . 

5.39 

134 

209 

4.02 

2.  58 

1946 . . . . . . . 

6.34 

165 

219 

3.84 

2.  89 

1947 . . . . . . 

8.  12 

206 

228 

3.94 

3.  56 

948 . . . . . . . 

7.60 

222 

249 

3.42 

3.05 

1949 . . . . . . . . 

7.  81 

202 

245 

3.87 

3.  19 

1950 _ _ 

7.84 

207 

264 

3.  79 

2.  97 

1951 . . . . . 

8.21 

232 

285 

3.54 

2.88 

1952 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8.45 

229 

294 

3.69 

2.  87 

1953 _ _ _ _ 

8.  55 

219 

305 

3.90 

2.80 

1954 . . . . . 

8.55 

218 

305 

3.92 

2.  81 

1955 . . . . . 

8.42 

212 

315 

3.97 

2.  67 

Sources: 

Column  2: 

1860-99:  Palmers  Sugar  Manual  Concerning  Sugar. 

1900-55:  Lambom  Sugar  Market  Report. 

Column  3: 

1860-1909:  Whole  Prices  for  213  Years,  Warren  and  Pearson. 

1910-55:  Index  numbers  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  converted  to  1935-39=100. 
Column  4: 

1910-28:  Estimates  by  BAE. 

1929-51:  Computed  by  BAE  from  data  of  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce. 

Col.  5:  Col.  (2)  divided  by  col.  (3). 

Col.  6:  Col.  (2)  divided  by  col.  (4). 
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In  relation  to  the  price  of  other  foods,  the  price  of  sugar  in  the 
United  States  as  in  other  countries  of  the  world  has  declined  greatly 
during  the  past  century  and  still  continues  to  do  so.  Since  1940,  for 
instance,  the  wholesale  price  of  all  foods  has  increased  much  more 
than  the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar.  Last  year,  the  wholesale 
price  of  all  foods  was  136  percent  higher  than  in  1940,  whereas  the 
wholesale  price  of  sugar  was  only  94  percent  higher  than  in  1940. 

Because  of  protective  devices  such  as  tariffs,  exchange  restrictions, 
and  production  subsidies  which  are  applied  to  sugar  in  almost  every 
major  sugar-consuming  country  of  the  world,  relatively  little  sugar  is 
sold  in  markets  where  it  does  not  enjoy  preferential  treatment.  As  a 
result  of  this  market  narrowness,  the  world  market  price  of  sugar 
fluctuates  widely  and  is  very  sensitive  to  relatively  minor  shortages  or 
surpluses  in  world  production.  _ 

The  sugar  acts  have  eliminated  the  extremes  of  very  high  and  very 
low  prices  in  the  United  States  market.  They  have  protected  do¬ 
mestic  growers  during  long  periods  of  price  depression  in  the  world 
market  and  likewise  have  protected  consumers  during  shorter  but 
sharper  periods  of  price  inflation  in  that  market.  Price  stability  has 
helped  assure  adequate  supplies  to  consumers  and  a  market  for  a 
definite  quantity  of  production  to  producers. 

The  following  table  shows,  monthly,  beginning  in  1947,  the  world 
market  price  for  raw  sugar,  the  price  of  raw  and  refined  sugar  in  this 
country,  and  the  price  that  would  be  in  line  with  the  price  formula  of 
section  201  of  the  Sugar  Act.  It  is  interesting  to  note  the  stability 
of  domestic  prices  in  relation  to  the  world  market  and  also  the  fact 
that  domestic  sugar  prices  have  remained  well  below  the  formula 
price  mentioned  in  the  act. 
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Table  E. — Sugar  prices:  Raw  and  refined,  monthly,  January  1947  to  date 


[Cents  per  pound] 


Year  and  month 

(1) 

Raw  sugar 

Refined  sugar 
(wholesale.  New  York) 

New  York, 
duty  paid 

(2) 

World, 
free  along¬ 
side  ship 
Cuba 

(3) 

-Actual 

(4) 

Adjusted  > 

(6) 

1947 — January . - . . . - . 

S6.03 

1  5.03 

8.09 

8.03 

February - - - 

1  6.  12 

2  5.03 

8.20 

8.02 

March... . . . 

16.12 

2  5.03 

8.20 

8.18 

April. . . . 

1  6. 18 

2  6.03 

8.25 

8.18 

May... . . . . . 

1  6.18 

2 .5.  03 

8.25 

8.17 

June . - . . . - . . . 

■6.18 

2  5.03 

8.26 

8.23 

July. . . . . 

1  6. 18 

2  5.03 

8.25 

8.30 

August.- . - . 

1  6.30 

2  5.03 

8.38 

8.39 

September . 

1  6.32 

2  5.03 

8.40 

8.59 

October . . . . 

1  6.32 

2  6.03 

8.40 

8.59 

November.. . 

1  6.32 

2  5.03 

8.  40 

8.64 

December .  . . . . . 

1  6.32 

2  5.03 

8.  40 

8.75 

Average . . . . . 

1  6.  21 

2  5.03 

8.29 

8.34 

1948 — January . . . . 

5.65 

3.96 

8.21 

8.85 

February . . . . . 

5.50 

4.24 

7.82 

8.78 

March . . . . . . . 

5.  42 

4.26 

7.75 

8.75 

April . . . . 

5.35 

4.43 

7.75 

8.87 

May . . 

5. 14 

4.  27 

7.60 

8.94 

June . — . . 

5.35 

4.06 

7.51 

9.01 

July.- . - . . 

5.69 

4. 10 

7.75 

9.11 

August- . - . - . - . - 

5.  78 

4.41 

7.75 

9.15 

September . . . . 

5.66 

4.39 

7.75 

9.15 

October  _ 

6.65 

4.  32 

7.75 

9.11 

November . . . 

5.68 

4.  27 

7.75 

9.04 

December _ _ — . . . 

5.66 

4.03 

7.75 

9.00 

Average . — . . 

6.54 

4.23 

7.76 

8.98 

1949— January . . . . . 

5. 69 

4.00 

7.99 

8.97 

February _ _ _ _ _ 

5. 65 

3.  95 

8.00 

8.87 

March . . . . . . . 

5.68 

4.17 

7.96 

8.90 

.\pril- . . . . . 

5.63 

4.09 

8. 10 

8.92 

May.  . . . . 

5.78 

4.04 

8. 02 

8.89 

June .  . . . . - 

5.86 

4.08 

7.87 

8.91 

July... . - . . . . . 

5.83 

4.13 

7.85 

8.86 

-August . . . --- . - . 

5.88 

4.20 

7.85 

8.87 

September. . . . 

6.01 

4.19 

7.90 

8.92 

October . . . . . . . . 

6.  02 

4.  33 

8. 05 

8.87 

November . . . . . . 

5.  91 

4.33 

8.05 

8.87 

December . . . . . 

5.  74 

4.39 

8.05 

8. 82 

-Average _ _ _ _ 

5.  81 

4.16 

7. 97 

8.89 

1960 — January . . . . . . 

5.74 

4.62 

8. 05 

8.79 

February . . . . . 

5.59 

4.  47 

7.92 

8. 77 

March . . . . 

5.54 

4.  44 

7.  74 

8.80 

April . . . . . 

5.53 

4.37 

7.70 

8.80 

May . . . . . . 

5.71 

4.21 

7.70 

8.85 

June _ _ _ _  ... 

5.78 

4.  21 

7.70 

8.89 

July.. . . . 

6,07 

4.89 

7.97 

8.99 

August . . . . . 

6.25 

5.  83 

8.22 

9.06 

September . . . 

6.25 

5.88 

8.25 

9. 12 

October . . . . . ... 

6.23 

5.  84 

8.25 

9. 17 

November _ _ _ _ 

6.19 

5,58 

8.25 

9. 21 

December _ _ _ _ 

6.30 

5.  36 

8.25 

9.34 

Average. . . . . . . 

6.93 

4. 98 

8.00 

8.98 

1951 — January... . . . 

6.09 

5.22 

8.25 

9.49 

February _ _ _ _ 

5. 96 

4.96 

8.25 

9.60 

March _ _ _ 

6.90 

5.  48 

8.25 

9.63 

April _ _ _ _ _ 

5.81 

5.57 

8.25 

9.64 

May _ _ _ _ 

6.36 

6.62 

8.40 

9.69 

June _ _ _ _ 

6.69 

7.41 

8.60 

9.68 

July . . . . 

6.30 

6.75 

8.74 

9.69 

August . . . . 

6.00 

5.61 

8.52 

9.69 

September _ _ _ 

6.00 

5.62 

8.50 

9.75 

October _ _ _ _ 

5.93 

6.28 

8.25 

9.79 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  17. 
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Table  E. — Sugar  prices:  Raw  and  refined,  monthly,  January  194-7  to  date — Con. 


[Cents  per  pound] 


Year  and  month 

(1) 

Raw  sugar 

Refined  sugar 
(wholesale.  New  York) 

New  York, 
duty  paid 

(2) 

World, 
free  along¬ 
side  ship 
Cuba 

(3) 

Actual 

(4) 

Adjusted  > 

(5) 

1951— January— Continued 

November _ _ _ _ _ 

5. 97 

4.83 

8.25 

9.85 

December— _ _ _ _ _ 

5. 79 

4.84 

8. 25 

9.88 

Average _ _ _ _ 

6. 06 

5.67 

8.38 

9.70 

1952 — January _ 

5.80 

4.  54 

8.21 

9.88 

February . . . . . . 

5. 77 

4.38 

8.15 

9.82 

March _ _ _ 

6. 16 

4.30 

8.38 

9.82 

April _ 

6. 31 

4. 30 

8.65 

9.86 

May _ _ 

6.21 

4.24 

8.65 

9.87 

June _ _ _ _ 

6. 43 

4. 17 

8.69 

9.90 

July _ 

6. 48 

4.16 

8.80 

9. 97 

August _ 

6. 43 

4. 05 

8.80 

9.98 

September..- _ _ 

6.50 

4. 00 

8.80 

9. 97 

October _ 

6. 59 

4.01 

8.80 

9. 97 

November _ 

6.44 

4. 00 

8.80 

9.98 

December _ 

6.06 

3. 84 

8. 71 

9. 97 

Average _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6. 26 

4. 17 

8.62 

9. 91 

19,53 — January . . .  .  . .  . 

6.04 

3. 55 

8.58 

9. 95 

February _ _ _ _ _ 

6. 16 

3. 52 

8.50 

9.90 

March . .  . .  -.  . . . . 

6. 33 

3.27 

8. 65 

9. 92 

April _ _ _ _ _ j. 

6.38 

3.38 

8.  75 

9.93 

May.. _ ... _ _ _ _ _ 

6.35 

3.65 

8.  75 

9. 96 

June _ _ _ 

6.37 

3.62 

8. 75 

10. 00 

July _ 

6.41 

3.60 

8.79 

10. 02 

.August  _ _ _ _ _ 

6.40 

3.53 

8.  85 

10.04 

September . . . . . 

6.41 

3.29 

8.85 

10.06 

October _  ...  ..  . .  .. 

6. 40 

3. 15 

8. 85 

10.08 

November _ _  _ _ 

6. 15 

3.10 

8. 69 

10.04 

December _  _ _ _ 

6. 05 

3.27 

8.65 

10.04 

Average - - - - - - - - 

6.29 

3.41 

8. 72 

10.00 

1954 — January _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6. 04 

3.30 

8. 65 

10.06 

February _ _ _ 

6.06 

3.39 

8.65 

10.04 

March _ _ _  _  _  . 

6. 18 

3.28 

8.73 

10.03 

.April . - _ _  _ _ _ 

6. 19 

3.36 

8.80 

10.01 

May _ 

6.10 

3.  32 

8.80 

10.04 

June... _ _ 

6. 15 

3.27 

8.80 

10.05 

July - 

6. 19 

3. 13 

8.80 

10.06 

August _ 

6. 09 

3. 18 

8.80 

10.04 

September _ _ _ 

5. 98 

3.  21 

8.70 

10.02 

October _ _ _ _ 

5. 96 

3.25 

8. 65 

10.00 

November _  _  _ 

6.15 

3.26 

8.65 

10.01 

December _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5. 96 

3. 19 

8. 65 

9.98 

Average _  _ 

6. 09 

3.26 

8.  72 

10.03 

1956— January _ _  _ _ 

5. 96 

3. 17 

8. 65 

9.98 

February _ _ _ 

5. 94 

3. 17 

8.62 

9.98 

March _ _ _ _ 

5.84 

3.  22 

8.55 

9.98 

April _ _ _ _ _ 

5. 82 

3. 31 

8.55 

9. 97 

May... . - _ _ _ - . . 

5. 95 

3.38 

8.  55 

9. 97 

June _  _ _ _ 

6. 02 

3.26 

8.55 

9.99 

July _ 

6. 01 

3.  22 

8.55 

10.02 

August _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6. 02 

3.22 

8.55 

10.00 

September _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.00 

3.27 

8.55 

10.04 

October _ 

6. 06 

3.28 

8.63 

10.04 

November _ _ _ 

5. 97 

3. 19 

8.65 

10.04 

December _ _ 

5.83 

3. 16 

8.65 

10. 02 

Average . . . . . . 

5. 95 

3.24 

8.59 

10.00 

1  Average  delivered  price  charged  United  States  refiners  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
»  Prices  paid  to  Cuba  by  CCC  plus  CCC’s  expenses  of  approximately  1  percent. 

*  Adjust^  for  changes  In  Consumer’s  Price  Index  (Sugar  Act  Formula). 
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COMPARISON  WITH  H.  R.  7030  AS  PASSED  BY  THE  HOUSE 


The  bill  as  reported  by  this  committee  is  similar  in  most  respects 
to  H.  R.  7030  as  passe(l  by  the  House.  It  differs  somewhat  with 
respect  to  the  allocation  of  quotas  to  the  various  areas.  Further,  it 
does  not  contain  the  section  of  the  House-passed  bill  which  directs 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  purchase  100,000  tons  of  sugar 
from  the  2  mainland  areas  and,  in  addition,  it  provides  for  a  6-year 
rather  than  a  4-3*ear  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act.  The  few  remaining 
changes  are  minor  in  nature. 

Since  last  summer,  CCC  has  purchased  100,000  tons  of  sugar  from 
the  mainland  areas.  Inasmuch  as  the  objective  of  the  House-passed 
bill  with  respect  to  the  purchase  program  has  been  fulfilled,  no  pur¬ 
pose  would  be  served  in  continuing  that  section  and,  accordingly,  it 
has  been  deleted  from  the  bill  reported  by  this  committee. 

With  respect  to  quotas,  both  bills  are  similar  for  that  portion  of 
requirements  amounting  to  8,350,000  tons.  This  bill  provides  that  M 
the  domestic  areas  shall  supply  55  percent  and  foreign  areas  45  ^ 
percent  of  consumer  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons,  whereas 
the  House-passed  bill  divided  such  increases  equally  between  domestic 
and  foreign  areas.  Both  bills  provide  priorities  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  several  domestic  areas  shall  participate  in  the  first  188,000 
tons  of  the  quota  increase  accruing  to  them.  This  bill  gives  first 
prioritv  to  tbe  2  maiidaud  areas  with  respect  to  the  first  165,000  tons 
of  such  increase,  a  second  prioritv  of  20,000  tons  to  Puerto  Rico,  and 
a  third  priority  of  3,000  tons  to  the  Virgin  Islands.  The  House  bill 
contained  a  collective  prioritv  for  all  domestic  areas  except  Hawaii 
for  1956.  Both  bills  provide  that  increases  in  total  domestic  quotas 
in  e.xcess  of  the  priorities  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  domestic 
quotas  in  effect  at  the  time  such  increases  occur. 

A  substantial  difi’erence  exists  between  the  two  bills  with  respect  to 
section  7  which  establishes  the  method  of  sharing  quotas  among 
foreign  countries.  Both  bills  provide  the  same  quota  for  the  life  of 
the  amendment  to  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  namelv,  952,000 
tons,  commercial  weight,  and  both  retain  provisions  of  the  current 
act  with  respect  to  the  division  between  Cuba  and  other  foreign 
countries  for  the  _vear  1956.  A 

Beginning  in  1957  the  two  bills  would  produce  substantial  differences  ^ 
in  the  quotas  for  domestic  and  foreign  areas.  Table  F  shows  the 
prospective  quotas  that  would  result  from  the  House  bill.  The 
differences  between  quotas  for  foreign  areas  shown  in  table  F  and 
those  shown  in  table  A,  which  would  result  from  this  bill,  would 
increase  appreciablv  if  the  House  bill  gave  domestic  areas  55  percent 
of  the  future  increases  in  the  United  States.  The  House  bill  would 
give  the  domestic  areas  onlv  50  percent  of  such  increases. 
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Table  F.— quotas  and  prorations:  H.  R.  7030  as  passed  by  House  under 

assumed  requirements,  1956-60 

[Short  tons,  raw  value] 


1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

Assumed  requirements.. . 

Domestic  areas . - .  - . 

8, 535, 000 

8, 670, 000 

8, 805, 000 

8, 940, 000 

9, 075, 000 

4,  536,  500 

4,  604, 000 

4, 671, 600 

4,  739, 000 

4, 806, 500 

Beet . - . - . .  -- 

Mainland  cane _ _ _ _ 

Hawaii . . . . . . . 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

Virgin  Islands . . . . . 

Foreign  areas . . . 

1,841,810 
539, 405 

1, 052, 000 

1, 089,  805 
13,  480 

1, 869, 215 
547,  431 

1,  067,  653 

1, 106,  020 
13,  681 

1, 896,  620 
565,  457 

1,  083,  306 

1, 122,  236 
13,  881 

1,  924,  024 
563,483 
1,098, 959 

1, 138,  452 
14,  082 

1, 951,  430 
571,  509 
1,114, 612 
1, 154,  667 
14.  282 

3, 998, 500 

4, 066, 000 

4, 133,  500 

4,  201,  000 

4,  268,  500 

Philippines ' . . . . 

Cuba.. . - . . 

' ‘ Full  duty’ ’  countries _ _ 

Dominican  Republic _ _ 

Mexico _ _  _ 

Nicaragua . . 

Peru - - - - - 

Haiti - - --- 

Costa  Rica . . . . 

Formosa. - - - 

Netherlands.. . 

Panama _  .  .  . .  . 

Belgium . .  .  ..  . 

British  Guiana _  _ _ 

Canada _ _ _ 

Hong  Kong...  . . 

United  Kingdom _  ... 

980, 000 

2,  897,  760 
120,  740 

980, 000 

2,  911,000 
175, 000 

980,  000 
2,  933,  500 
220, 000 

980, 000 
2,  956,  000 
265, 000 

980, 000 
2,  978,  500 
310, 000 

29, 984 
12,  432 
8,  498 
56,  396 
2,901 

2  (1,084) 

2  (1, 114) 
2  (1, 123) 
2  (1, 114) 
2  (182) 
2  (85) 
2  (631) 
2  (3) 
2  (516) 
4,  492 

58, 393 
31,564 
7,891 
56,  814 
5,156 
3,4#9 
3,  448 
3,  460 
3,448 
182 
85 
631 

3 

516 

74,  403 
40,  218 
10,  054 
72,  392 
6,  022 
3,832 
3,  882 
3,  898 
3,882 
182 
85 
631 

3 

516 

90,  221 
48,  768 
12, 192 
87,  782 
6, 877 
4,  382 
4,  447 
4,  467 
4,  447 
182 
85 
631 

3 

516 

105,  789 
57, 184 
14,  296 
102,  930 
7,  718 
5,097 

5. 181 
5,207 

5.181 
182 

85 

631 

3 

516 

>  Philippine  quota  for  195fi  is  980,000  tons,  may  vary  slightly  in  subsequent  years. 

2  Average  1953-54  charges  against  quotas.  These  countries  do  not  have  specific  prorations  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law.  These  entries  are  made  within  the  proration  tor  unspecified  countries  which  amounts  to  6,037 
tons  when  requirements  are  8,535,000  tons. 

>  No  entries  since  1949. 


In  view  of  the  long-term  commitments  and  planning  necessary  for 
the  efficient  operation  of  the  sugar-producing  industry,  the  committee 
feels  that  a  6-year  extension  is  desirable.  The  House  bill  provided 
for  a  4-year  extension.  The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  also 
extends  the  termination  date  of  taxes  under  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  for  6  years. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  differs  from  the  House-passed 
hill  in  the  following  minor  respects: 

(1)  Section  4  of  both  bills  provides  for  hearings  in  connection  with 
determinations  which  may  be  made  by  the  Secretary  concerning  the 
meaning  of  the  term  “to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 
The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  provides  for  procedures  to  be 
followed  in  making  that  determination  that  would  be  consistent  with 
the  procedures  now  followed  in  administering  other  provisions  of  the 
sugar  act. 

(2)  In  section  15  of  the  hill  a  reference  in  the  same  section  of  the 
House  bill  to  the  entire  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  quota  is 
changed  to  the  unfilled  part  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the 
quota. 

(3)  Section  22  of  this  bill  differs  from  the  corresponding  section  of 
the  House  bill  (sec.  23)  with  respect  to  the  effective  date  of  sections 
1  through  4.  The  House  bill  passed  last  July  would  have  permitted 
the  preparation  and  issuance  of  regulations  during  the  remainder  of 

1955,  whereas  this  bill  grants  such  necessary  time  after  enactment  in 

1956. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

Definitions 

Sections  1  through  4  of  tlie  bill  amend  certain  definitions  contained 
in  title  I  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.  In  general,  these 
amendments  clarify  the  definitions  to  coincide  with  the  evident 
intent  of  the  act.  In  addition,  the  amendment  provides  more  specific 
instructions  for  administering  those  provisions  of  the  act  dependent 
upon  definitions. 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  the  bill  amend  subsections  (d)  and 
(e)  of  section  101  of  the  act.  Subsections  (d)  and  (e)  define  raw 
sugar  and  direct-consumption  sugar,  respectively.  The  wording  of 
the  present  definitions  is  such  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  some  liquid 
sugar  from  domestic  offshore  areas  should  be  classified  as  either  raw 
or  direct-consumption  sugar,  although  a  literal  interpretation  of  the 
present  definitions  would  permit  liquid  sugar  of  refined  quality  from 
domestic  offshore  areas  to  enter  within  the  overall  quotas  without 
regard  to  the  direct-consumption  limitations.  The  amendments  to  A 
these  two  subsections  clarify  the  present  definitions  to  permit  the  ^ 
classification  for  quota  purposes  of  liquid  sugar  from  domestic  off¬ 
shore  areas  as  either  raw  or  direct-consumption  sugar.  Such  classifi¬ 
cation  is  in  accordance  with  the  principle  that  is  applied  to  the 
classification  of  crystalline  sugar.  The  amendments  are  intended  to 
exclude  from  the  raw  and  direct  consumption  definitions  liquid  sugar 
from  all  foreign  countries.  Liquid  sugar  entries  from  such  countries 
are  limited  by  sections  208  and  212  of  the  act.  Thea  mended  defini¬ 
tions  of  raw  and  direct-consumption  sugar  are  supplemented  by,  and 
are  to  be  read  in  the  light  of,  the  provisions  of  the  new  subsection  (n). 

Section  3  of  the  bill  amends  subsection  (i)  of  section  101  of  the  act 
by  striking  out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget).”  The  word 
“Clerget”  refers  to  an  analytical  method  and  its  deletion  does  not  affect 
the  meaning  of  the  term  “total  sugar  content”  which  is  defined  in 
subsection  (i).  Its  deletion  in  the  amendment,  however,  eliminates 
the  requirement  of  the  use  of  a  method  (the  Clerget  method)  for 
determining  sucrose  in  tlie  measurement  of  total  sugar  content.  The 
amendment  permits  the  utilization  of  newer  and  more  accurate 
methods  for  such  determinations.  — 

Section  4  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (n)  to  section  101  of  the  A 
it.  The  amendment  defines  the  term  “to  be  further  refined  or  ^ 


act. 


improved  in  quality,”  which  is  contained  in  both  the  raw  and  direct- 
consumption  sugar  definitions  and  which  is  a  criterion  for  distinguish¬ 
ing  raw  from  direct-consumption  sugar  for  quota  purposes.  The 
definition  of  the  term  “to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality” 
basically  establishes  the  minimum  processing  to  which  sugar  must  be 
subjected  before  it  can  be  classified  as  raw  sugar.  In  tlie  event  there 
is  any  question  as  to  the  processes  to  which  raw  sugar  is  to  be  sub¬ 
jected  or  as  to  the  specific  qualities  of  sugar  which  may  be  so  processed, 
the  amendment  also  provides  the  Secretary  witli  authority  to  hold 
hearings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are 
subjected  meet  the  requirements  of  the  standards  established  by  the 
amendment  or  whether  sugars  of  specific  quahties  are  of  raw  or  direct- 
consumption  sugar  quality.  The  amendment  gives  clearer  guidance 
to  the  Secretary  in  administering  those  provisions  of  the  act,  which 
requires  him  to  classify  sugar  as  raw  or  direct  consumption  for  making 
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the  proper  quota  charges.  The  amendment  permits  the  Secretary  to 
consider  the  type  and  extent  of  processing  and  the  quality  of  sugar 
in  addition  to  the  use  criterion  contained  in  subsections  (d)  and  (e) 
in  distinguishing  raw  sugar  from  direct-consumption  sugar. 

Price  objective 

Section  5  merely  amends  the  base  period  for  the  consideration  that 
the  Secretary  is  directed  in  section  201  of  the  act  to  give  to  the 
relationship  between  the  wholesale  price  of  refined  sugar  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States.  The  bill  changes  the 
base  period  from  January  through  October  1947  to  the  now  generally 
accepted  statistical  base  period  of  1947-49. 

Quotas 

Section  6  amends  subsection  202  (a)  of  the  act  which  establishes 
quotas  for  the  domestic  areas.  The  present  fixed  cpiotas  for  these 
areas  are  retained  and,  in  addition,  the  domestic  areas  are  assigned 
55  percent  of  all  increases  in  sugar  requirements  of  the  continental 
United  States  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons,  raw  value.  The  first 
165,000  tons,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic 
areas  are  so  increased  is  apportioned  51.5  percent  to  the  domestic 
beet  ai'ea  and  48.5  pei’cent  to  the  mainland  cane  area;  the  next  20,000 
tons  are  assigned  to  Puerto  Rico;  and  the  next  3,000  tons  to  the 
Virgin  Islands.  Thereafter,  increases  are  apportioned  on  the  basis 
of  the  then  existing  quotas. 

Section  7  amends  subsection  202  (c)  of  the  act  which  establishes 
quotas  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines.  The  total  of  such  quotas  which  results  from  consumers’ 
requirements  of  8,350,000  tons  or  less  is  the  same  as  that  presently 
established  under  the  act.  The  effect  of  section  6  of  the  bill  with 
respect  to  these  quotas,  it  will  be  recalled,  is  to  change  participation 
in  consumption  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons  from  100 
percent  as  provided  under  the  present  act  to  45  percent. 

In  1956,  the  proration  of  the  quota  among  such  countries  conforms 
to  the  terms  of  the  present  act.  In  1957  Cuba  retains  96  percent  and 
other  such  foreign  countries  4  percent  of  the  quota  resulting  from 
sugar  requirements  of  8,350,000  tons  or  less.  The  45  percent  of  sugar 
requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  short  tons  so  assigned  is  dis¬ 
tributed  33.8  percent  to  Cuba,  4  percent  to  Peru,  2  percent  to  the 
Dominican  Republic,  4  percent  to  Mexico  and  1.2  percent  to  other 
such  foreign  countries. 

In  1957,  the  proration  of  4  percent  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  (resulting  from 
sugar  requirements  of  8,350,000  tons  or  less)  is  accomplished  first 
by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries 
within  its  quota  for  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  1,000  short  tons,  a 
proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  during  those  years;  second,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
its  quota  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  1,000  nor  more 
than  2,000  short  tons,  a  proration  of  3,000  short  tons;  third,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
its  quota  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  2,000  nor  more 
than  10,000  short  tons,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within 
its  quota  during  those  years  plus  1,000  short  tons;  and  finally,  by 
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prorating  the  balance  to  snch  foreign  countries  whose  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  exceeded  10,000  short  tons, 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the  quotas  for  each  such 
country  for  the  years  1951  to  1954,  inclusive. 

In  1958  and  subsequent  years,  the  proration  of  4  percent  of  the 
quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  (resulting  from  sugar  requirements  of  8,350,000  tons  or  less) 
is  accomplished  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  its  quota  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were 
less  than  1,000  short  tons,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries 
during  those  years;  and  second,  by  jirorating  the  balance  of  the  pro¬ 
ration  of  4  percent  among  the  remainder  of  such  countries  on  the 
basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such  countries  for  the  calendar 
year  1957. 

In  1957  as  well  as  1958  and  subsequent  years,  the  proration  of  1.2 
percent  of  sugar  requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  tons  to  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,^ 
the  Dominican  Republic,  and  Mexico  would  be  prorated  on  the  same* 
basis  as  the  quota  resulting  from  sugar  requirements  of  8,350,000 
tons  is  prorated  among  such  countries. 

Section  8  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (e)  which  affects  those 
foreign  countries  having  quotas  in  excess  of  10,000  short  tons.  In 
the  event  any  such  country  hereafter  fails  by  more  than  10  percent 
to  fill  its  (piota  or  proration  in  any  year  during  which  the  world 
price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  its  quota  in  subsequent 
years  shall  he  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  that  by  which  the 
country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration,  unless  failure  to  do  so 
was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force  majeure,  or  the  Secretary  determines 
that  such  quota  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  of)jectives  of  the 
act.  The  amendment  encourages  continued  deliveries  of  sugar  h'oin 
foreign  countries  even  when  price  considerations  are  more  favorable 
in  the  world  market.  The  amendment  provides  that  any  quota 
reduction  shall  be  ])rorated  in  the  same  manner  as  a  deficit  is  prorated 
under  section  204  of  the  act. 

Proration  of  deficits 

Section  9  amends  section  204  of  the  act  which  establishes  the  method ^ 
of  prorating  deficits.  The  effect  of  the  change  is  to  prorate  to  the^ 
domestic  areas  alone,  rather  than  to  Cuba  and  domestic  areas,  any 
deficit  in  a  domestic  sugar-producing  area  quota  which  occurs  because 
of  inabilit}’  to  market  that  part  of  its  quota  resulting  from  sugar 
requirements  in  excess  of  8,350,000  short  tons.  A  further  change 
directs  the  Secretary,  in  the  event  a  domestic  area  is  unable  to  fill 
its  proration  of  any  deficit  resulting  from  sugar  requirements  in  excess 
of  8,350,000  short  tons,  to  apportion  such  unfilled  amount  to  such 
other  domestic  areas  which  are  able  to  fill  the  deficit.  In  the  event 
no  domestic  area  can  supply  the  needed  sugar,  the  Secretary  is  directed 
to  add  such  unfilled  amount  to  the  (piota  for  Cuba. 

Allotment  of  quotas  or  prorations 

Section  10  amends  section  205  (a)  of  the  act  by  authorizing  the 
Secretary,  when  he  allots  any  area’s  quota  or  jiroration,  to  consider, 
in  addition  to  the  factors  presently  specified  and  to  make  appropriate 
allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease. 
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insects,  and  other  uncontrollable  conditions  which  seriously  and 
broadly  affect  a  general  area  served  by  the  factory  or  factories  of 
any  allottee.  This  amendment  addresses  itself  to  the  effects  of 
adverse  natural  conditions  and  not  to  adverse  economic  circumstances. 

Direct-consumption  sugar  limitations 

Section  11,  which  amends  section  207  (a)  of  the  act,  provides  that 
portions  of  the  quotas  for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  which  may  be 
filled  by  direct  consumption  sugar  are  to  be  increased  in  the  same 
proportion  as  the  overall  quotas  are  increased.  With  respect  to 
Puerto  Rico,  the  amendment  provides  that  increases  in  the  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  the  quota  may  be  fdled  by  either  crystalline 
or  liquid  sugar,  but  restricts  to  crystalline  sugar  the  filling  of  the 
present  direct  consumption  portion  of  the  quota,  which  is  126,033 
short  tons. 

Section  12  of  the  bill  amends  the  limitations  in  section  207  (h)  of  the 

bact  with  respect  to  du*ect  consumption  sugar  which  apply  to  the  quota 
of  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines.  Such  countries  with  overall  prorations  of  7,000  short  tons  or 
less  may  fill  tlieir  entire  proration  with  dnect-consumption  sugar. 
The  present  limitation  of  1 .36  percent  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries 
J  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  is  retained  for  such  countries 
whose  prorations  exceed  7,000  short  tons.  Such  limitation  is  prorated 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  importation  of  direct-consumption  sugar 
within  the  quota  during  the  years  1951  to  1954  inclusive. 

Conditional  payments  to  domestic  producers 

Section  13  of  the  bill  permits  the  marketing  or  processing  in  excess 
of  the  proportionate  share  for  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane 
for  the  production  of  sugar  to  be  used  for  livestock  feed. 

Section  14  of  the  bill  amends  subsection  302  (b)  of  the  act  by 
authorizing  the  Secretary,  in  determining  proportionate  shares  with 
respect  to  domestic  sugar-beet  and  sugarcane  farms,  to  give  con¬ 
sideration,  insofar  as  practicable,  to  the  interest  of  producers  in  any 
local-producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  adversely, 
seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze, 
disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  condi- 
)  tions.  As  in  the  case  of  subsection  205  (a),  this  amendment  addresses 
itself  to  the  effect  of  adverse  natural  conditions  rather  than  to  ad¬ 
verse  economic  circumstances.  Section  14  also  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  on  apiilication  of  an  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  to  transfer 
the  sugarcane  production  record  for  any  parcel  of  land  owned  by 
such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico  to  any  other  parcel  owned  by  the 
applicant,  if  he  finds  such  transfer  to  be  in  the  public  interest  be¬ 
cause  of  more  economic  utilization  of  land  resources,  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources,  or  the  fostering  of  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production. 

Administrative  provisions 

Section  15  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (b)  to  section  405  of 
the  act  and  designates  the  present  section  405  as  subsection  (a). 
The  amendment  provides  that  any  person  whose  sugar-processing 
operations  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  101  (n)  and  who 
imports  sugar  of  direct-consumption  quality  for  processing  under  a 
declaration  that  such  sugar  is  raw  sugar,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United 
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States  1  cent  for  each  pound  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  tlie  unfilled  part 
of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota,  proration, 
or  allotment  thereof.  Since  sugar  is  often  entered  and  partly  or 
completely  processed  before  a  determination  of  its  quality  is  made, 
it  is  possible  that  some  sugar  declared  to  have  been  raw  sugar  will 
be  determined  to  have  been  of  direct-consumption  quality  when  en¬ 
tered.  If  such  sugar  is  in  excess  of  the  unfilled  portion  of  the  direct- 
consumption  quota,  proration,  or  allotment  thereof,  forfeiture  of  1 
cent  per  pound  is  provided.  This  forfeiture  is  considered  sufficient 
to  make  it  unprofitable  to  enter  for  further  processing  direct- 
consumption  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  limitations. 

Section  16  of  the  bill  amends  section  407  of  the  act  to  provide  that 
the  provisions  of  that  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services 
are  utilized  in  the  administration  of  the  act  pursuant  to  section  305. 
The  application  of  the  provisions  of  section  407  to  such  persons  who 
do  not  have  access  to  information  that  might  aid  them  in  investing 
or  speculating  in  sugar  has  on  occasion  precluded  the  Department  ^ 
from  obtaining  the  services  of  persons  who  are  best  qualified  to  serve" 
in  field  offices.  The  difficulties  have  been  most  acute  and  embar¬ 
rassing  in  areas  served  by  cooperative  sugar  mills.  The  amendment 
does  not  remove  the  restrictions  of  section  407  from  Washington 
officials  who  do  have  information  that  would  be  of  value  in  investing 
or  speculating  in  sugar,  but  it  does  permit  the  employment  of  State, 
county,  and  community  committeemen  and  employees  who  own  stock 
in  a  sugar  company  or  who  are  members  of  a  cooperative  mill. 

Section  17  of  the  bill  inserts  a  new  section  411  and  renumbers 
present  sections  411  and  412  of  the  act.  The  amendment  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  reconcile  imports  of  sugar  from  foreign 
countries  with  the  Government’s  obligation  under  article  7  of  the 
International  Sugar  Agreement  (ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  U.  S.  Senate  on  April  29,  1954).  The  amendment 
restricts  imports  of  only  those  countries  that  do  not  participate  in 
the  agreement.  The  amendment  permits  the  Secretary  to  take  similar 
action  on  the  corresponding  provisions  of  successor  agreements  ratified 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

Period  for  which  bill  is  effective  ^ 

Section  18  amends  renumbered  section  412  of  the  act  and  provides  m 
for  termination  of  the  act  on  December  31,  1962.  Under  the  provision 
of  the  act  the  Secretary  has  authority  to  make  payments  under  title  III 
on  programs  applicable  for  the  crop  year  1962  and  previous  crops. 

Section  19  extends  to  June  30,  1963,  the  period  during  which  the 
excise  and  import  compensating  tax  is  applicable  to  sugar. 

vSection  22  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1956,  except  as  otherwise  provided.  In  particu¬ 
lar,  sections  1  through  4  will  become  effective  upon  implementation 
by  publication  of  regulations  in  the  Federal  Register  or  6  months  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  bill  into  law,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

Section  20  of  the  bill  amends  section  4502  (4)  of  the  1954  Internal 
Revenue  Code.  That  section  of  the  code  defines  the  term  “total 
sugars”  similarly  to  the  term  “total  sugar  content”  contained  in  section 
101  (i)  of  the  act  and  refers  to  Customs  Regulations  of  1930,  which 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 


25 


have  since  been  superseded.  The  amendment  in  no  way  affects  the 
meaning  of  the  term  “total  sugars”  and  permits  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  to  use  methods  that  are  most  appropriate  to  the  determination 
of  total  sugars. 

Section  21  of  the  bill  amends  section  4505  and  6418  (a)  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.  The  amendments  provide  that  the  im¬ 
port  compensating  tax  on  manufactured  sugar  imported  into  the 
United  States  for  use  in  the  distillation  of  alcohol  or  for  livestock  feed 
may  be  refunded.  Section  212  of  the  sugar  act  exempts  from  quotas 
any  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  used  for  such  purposes.  However,  tax 
exemption  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  has  been  only  partly 
consistent  with  the  quota  exemption.  The  excise  tax  applicable  to 
sugar  manufactured  in  the  United  States  has  been  refundable  on  sugar 
used  for  livestock  feed  or  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  but  the  import 
compensating  tax  applicable  to  manufactured  sugar  imported  into 
the  United  States  has  not  been  refundable  on  sugar  used  for  the  same 
;  purpose.  The  amendment  provides  that  either  the  excise  tax  or  the 
import  compensating  tax,  whichever  is  applicable,  may  be  refunded 
on  sugar  used  for  livestock  feed  or  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948,  AS  AMENDED 
TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
Sec.  101.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  except  title  V— 

******  jC 

(d)  [The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are  principally  of  crystal¬ 
line  structure  and  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality,  and 
any  sugars  which  are  principally  not  of  crystalline  structure,  but  which  are  to 
be  further  refined  or  otherwise  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure.]  The  term  “raw  sugar”  means  any  sugars 
exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  whether 
or  not  'principally  of  crystalline  structure,  which  are  to  he  further  refined  or  improved 
in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid  sugar. 

(e)  [The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means  any  sugars  which  are 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  which  are  not  to  be  further  refined  or 
otherwise  improved  in  quality.]  The  term  “direct-consumption  sugar”  means 
any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  {exclusive  of 
liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas) ,  which  are  not  to  he 
further  refined  or  improved  in  quality. 

^  ^  ^  ^ 

(i)  The  term  “total  sugar  content”  means  the  sum  of  the  sucrose  [(Clerget)] 
and  reducing  or  invert  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar. 

******* 

(n)  The  term  “to  he  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality”  means  to  he  subjected 
suhstantially  to  the  processes  of  {!)  afiination  or  defecation,  {2)  clarification,  and 
(S)  further  purification  hy  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The  Secretary  is  authorized, 
after  such  hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  hy  regulations  prescribe,  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  paragraph  {n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw 
sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  {d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption 
sugar  •within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 
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TITLE  II— QUOTA  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with 
the  calendar  year  1‘948,  the  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
consumers  in  the  continental  United  States;  such  determinations  shall  be  made 
during  the  month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year 
(in  the  case  of  the  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and  at 
such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary 
to  meet  such  requirements.  In  making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall 
use  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for  consump¬ 
tion,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  during 
the  twelve-month  period  ending  October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for 
which  the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for  a  deficiency 
or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for  changes  in  consumption  because  of 
changes  in  population  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics  pub¬ 
lished  by  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government;  and,  in  order  that  such  determi¬ 
nations  shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by  providing  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will 
be  consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers  and  which  will 
fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry,  the  Secretary,  in  making  any  such  determination,  in  addition  to  the 
consumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors  above  specified  and  the 
level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  consideration  the 
relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that  would  result 
from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  as 
comj)ared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and 
the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  [1947  prior  to 
the  termination  of  j^rice  control  of  sugar]  1947-49  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers’ 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

Sec.  202.  Whenever  a  determination  is  made,  pursuant  to  section  201,  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consumers,  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  quotas,  or  revise  existing  quotas — 

(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas[,]  bj’  apportioning  among  such 
areas  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 


as  follows: 

Short  tons, 

Arpa  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,  000 

Hawaii _ _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 


(S)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred  forty-four  thousand  short  tons, 
rau'  value,  there  shall  he  added  an  amount  equal  to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by 
which  the  Secretary’s  determination  of  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental 
United  States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among 
and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph  (/)  of  this  subsection  for  such 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  respectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred 
sixty-jive  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the 
domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned  51.5  per  centum  to  the  domestic 
beet  sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  mainland  cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the  next 
txventy  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are 
so  increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico;  (C)  the  next  three  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  xvhich  such  quotas  are  so  increased  shall  be 
apportioned  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  {!))  any  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned 
on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  paragraph  (/)  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted 
by  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph  (S). 

(b)  For  the  Rejjublic  of  the  Philippines,  in  the  amount  of  nine  hundred  and 
fifty-two  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  as  sj)ecified  in  section  211  of  the  Philippine 
Trade  Act  of  1946. 

(0  [F  or]  (1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  among  such  countries  an  amount  of 
sugar,  raw  value,  equal  to  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
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the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section,  on  the  following  basis: 


Country  centum 

Cuba _  90 

Foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines _  4 


Ninety-five  per  centum  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  among  such  countries  on 
I  the  basis  of  the  average  amount  imported  from  each  such  country  within  the 
quotas  established  for  the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950,  except  that  a  separate 
proration  need  not  be  established  for  any  country  which  entered  less  than  2 
per  centum  of  the  average  importations  within  the  quotas  for  such  years.  The 
amount  of  the  quota  not  so  prorated  may  be  filled  by  countries  not  receiving 
separate  prorations,  but  no  such  coxintry  shall  enter  an  amount  pursuant  to 
this  subsection  in  excess  of  1  per  centum  of  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

(^)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  (A)  to  Cula  96  per 
centum  and  (B)  to  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum  of  the  amou7it  of  sugar,  raw 

D  value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser 
amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  swm  of  four  million  four 
hundred  and  forty^four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quotas  established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  45  per  centum  of  the  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
the  sum  of  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  as  follows- 


Country  Per  centum 

Cuba _  33.  8 

Peru _  4.  0 

Dominican  Republic _  2.  0 

Mexico _  4.  0 

Other  countries _  1.  2 


45.  0 

The  above  proration  of  1.2  per  centum  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba,  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the  Dominican  Republic,  and  Mexico  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  on  the  basis  of  the  apportionments  to  such  countries  under  paragraph  (.3)  of 
this  subsection. 

(S)  For  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  proration  of  4  per  centum  under  paragraph 
(2)  (B)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
ihe  Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than 
one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
.^whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  one 
thousand  nor  more  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proportion  of  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  third,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign  cormtry  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  durijig  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  two  thou¬ 
sand  nor  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  the 
average  entries  from  each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  plus 
one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  fourth,  by  prorating  the  balaiice  of  such  quota 
io  such  foreign  countries  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 
1954  exceeded  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954- 

For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  proration 
of  4  per  centum  xmder  paragraph  {2)  (B)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during 
the  years  1953  and  1964  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  pro¬ 
ration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the  quotas  driving  1953  and  1954,  o,'n>d 
second,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota  among  the  remainder  of  such  countries 
on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such  countries  pursuant  to  this  section 
for  the  calendar  year  1957. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  II,  the  minimum  quota 
established  for  Cuba,  including  increases  resulting  from  deficits  determined  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  204  (a),  shall  not  be  less  than  the  following: 
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(1)  28.6  per  centtim  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined  under  section  201 
when  such  amount  is  seven  million  four  hundred  thousand  short  tons  or  less; 
and 

(2)  two  million  one  hundred  and  sixteen  thousand  short  tons,  when  the 
amount  of  sugar  determined  under  section  201  is  more  than  seven  million 
four  hundred  thousand  short  tons. 

The  quotas  for  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  established  pursuant  to  the  other 
provisions  of  this  title  II,  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  by  such  amounts  as  may  be 
required  to  establish  such  minimum  quota  for  Cuba. 

(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with  a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of 
more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than 
10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the 
domestic  price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  sxich  failure  was  due  to 
crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the 
objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner 
as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  204.. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  determine  whether,  in 
view  of  the  current  inventories  of  sugar,  the  estimated  production  from  the  acreage 
of  sugarcane  or  sugar  beets  planted,  the  normal  marketings  within  a  calendar  year 
of  new-crop  sugar,  and  other  pertinent  factors,  any  area  will  be  unable  to  market 
the  quota  for  such  area.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  domestic  area  or  Cuba 
will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for  the 
domestic  areas  and  Cuba  by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so 
determined  to  the  other  such  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  effect;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of 
inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (a)  {2)  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the 
quotas  then  in  effect.  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
will  be  unable  to  market  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  revise  the  quotas  for 
Cuba  and  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
by  prorating  an  amount  of  sugar  equal  to  the  deficit  so  determined,  as  follows: 

To  Cuba,  96  per  centum;  and 

To  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines, 
4  per  centum. 

If  the  Secretary  finds  that  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  cannot  fill  the  quota  for  such  area,  he  shall  increase  the  quota 
for  Cuba  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  deficit. 

Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  any  area  will  be  unable  to  fill  its  proration 
of  any  such  deficit,  he  may  apportion  such  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to 
such  areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit;  except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and 
by  reason  of  section  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount 
on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such 
deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled 
amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba. 

*  ic  ♦ 

Sec.  205.  (a)  W'henever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  allotment  of  any  quota, 
or  proration  thereof,  established  for  any  area  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  is  necessary  to  assure  an  orderly  and  adequate  flow  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar 
in  the  channels  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  prevent  disorderly  market¬ 
ing  or  importation  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  maintain  a  continuous  and  stable 
supply  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  or  to  afford  all  interested  persons  an  equitable 
opportunity  to  market  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  within  any  area’s  quota,  after  such 
hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  he  shall  make 
allotments  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof  by  allotting  to  persons  who  market 
or  import  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  for  such  periods  as  he  may  designate,  the  quantities 
of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  which  each  such  person  may  market  in  continental  United 
States,  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  or  Puerto  Rico,  or  may  import  or  bring  into  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  for  consumption  therein.  Allotments  shall  be  made  in 
such  manner  and  in  such  amounts  as  to  provide  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  such  quota  or  proration  thereof,  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
processings  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  from  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  to  which  pro¬ 
portionate  shares,  determined  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
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section  302,  pertained;  the  past  marketings  or  importations  of  each  such  person; 
and  the  ability  of  such  person  to  market  or  import  that  portion  of  such  quota  or 
proration  thereof  allotted  to  him.  In  TnalctyiQ  such  allotiTiGntSj  the  SccvcictTy  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought 
storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable 
conditions  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by  the  factory  or 
factories  of  such  person.  The  Secretary  may  also,  upon  such  hearing  and  notice  as 
he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  revise  or  amend  any  such  allotment  upon  the 
same  basis  as  the  initial  allotment  was  made. 

*  *  *  *  *  >1: 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Not  more  than  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Hawaii  for  any  calendar  year,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen 
short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of 
one  million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value  may  be  filled  by  direct- 
consumption  sugar. 

(b)  Not  more  than  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short 
tons,  raw  value,  of  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  for  any  calendar  year  may  be  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugar  [.]  which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure, 
plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand  and 
thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under 
section  202  is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which  latter  amount 
rnay  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline 
structure. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  :(! 

(h)  CThe]  (f)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by  direct-consump¬ 
tion  sugar  only  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined 
pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  section  202:  Provided,  That  each  such  country  shall  be  permitted  to 
enter  an  amount  of  direct-consumption  sugar  not  less  than  the  average  amount 
entered  by  it  during  the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950. 

(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  Section  202  (c)  of  7,000  short  tons  or  less. 
The  direct-consumption  portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per  centum 
limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which  receive  prorations 
under  section  202  (c)  of  more  than  7,000  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  average  imports 
of  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

*****  Sj!  ♦ 

TITLE  III— CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  payments  on  the  following 
conditions  with  respect  to  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  commercially  recoverable  from  the 
sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  a  farm  for  the  extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar: 

(b)  That  there  shall  not  have  been  marketed  (or  processed),  except  for  livestock 
feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  an  amount 
(in  terms  of  planted  acreage,  weight,  or  recoverable  sugar  content)  of  sugar 
beets  or  sugarcane  grown  on  the  farm  and  used  for  the  production  of  sugar  or 
liquid  sugar  to  be 'marketed  in,  or  so  as  to  compete  with  or  otherwise  directly 
affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  in  excess  of  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
farm,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  302, 
of  the  total  quantity  of  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  required  to  be  processed  to  enable 
the  area  in  which  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane  are  produced  to  meet  the  quota 
(and  provide  a  normal  carry-over  inventory)  as  estimated  by  the  Secretary  for 
such  area  for  the  calendar  year  during  which  the  larger  part  of  the  sugar  or  liquid 
sugar  from  such  crop  normally  would  be  marketed. 

******* 

Sec.  302.  *  *  * 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate  shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  take  into  consideration  the  past  production  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets 
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and  sugarcane  marketed  (or  processed)  within  the  proportionate  share  for  the 
extraction  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability  to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or 
sugarcane,  and  the  Secretary  shall,  insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  interests 
of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and  the  interests  of  producers  who  are 
cash  tenants,  share  tenants,  adherent  planters,  or  share  croppers  and  of  the 
producers  in  any  local  producing  area  tvhose  past  production  has  been  adversely, 
seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or 
other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources, 
foster  greater  diversification  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation 
of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on  application  of  any  owner 
of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other  productive  purposes, 
to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto 
Rico  owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  si.ich 
applicant  in  Puerto  Rico. 

*!(!***** 
TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

*  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  405.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly  violates,  or  attempts  to  violate,  or 
who  knowingly  particijiates  or  aids  in  the  violation  of,  any  of  the  provisions  of 
section  209,  or  any  person  who  brings  or  imports  into  the  continental  United 
States  direct-consumption  sugar  after  the  cpiantities  specified  in  section  207  have 
been  filled,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  equal  to  three  times  the 
market  value,  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  any  such  act,  [(a)]  (/)  of  that 
quantity  of  sugar  or  liciuid  sugar  by  which  any  quota,  proration,  or  allotment  is 
exceeded,  or  [(bi]  {2)  of  that  ((uantity  brought  or  imported  into  the  continental 
United  States  after  the  quantities  si)ecified  in  section  207  have  been  filled,  which 
forfeiture  shall  l)e  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States. 

(5)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations  otherwise  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into 
the  continental  United  States  under  a  declaration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which 
sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality  shall  forfeit 
to  the  United  States  a  sum  equal  to  one  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value,  of 
such  sugar  in  excess  of  that  part  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof  remaining  unfilled  at  the  time  of  such  deter¬ 
mination,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States. 

******* 

Sec.  407.  No  person  shall,  while  acting  in  any  official  capacity  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  Act,  invest  or  speculate  in  sugar  or  liquid  sugar,  contracts 
relating  thereto,  or  the  stock  or  membership  interests  of  any  association  or  corpora¬ 
tion  engaged  in  the  production  or  manufacturing  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar.  Any 
person  violating  this  section  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  two  years,  or  both.  The  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305. 
******* 

Sec.  Jill.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regulations  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Regulation 
of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  {ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of 
sugar  into  the  United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in  such  agree¬ 
ment,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any  such  future  agreements 
ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

[Sec.  411 -I  Sec.  412.  The  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary  under  this  Act  shall 
terminate  on  December  31,  [1956]  1962,  except  that  the  Secretary  shall  have 
power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  under  programs  applicable  to  the  crop 
year  [1956]  1962  and  previous  crop  years. 

[Sec.  412.]  Sec.  413.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  where  an  earlier  effec¬ 
tive  date  is  provided  for  herein,  shall  become  effective  January  1,  1948.  As  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  513  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  the  powers  vested  in  the  Secretary 
under  that  Act  shall  terminate  on  December  31,  1947,  except  that  the  Secretary 
shall  have  power  to  make  payments  under  title  III  of  that  Act  under  programs 
thereunder  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1947  and  previous  crop  years. 
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AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF  1954 

SEC.  4501 

♦  *****  ^ 

(c)  Termination  of  Tax. — No  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  subchapter  on 
the  manufacture,  use,  or  importation  of  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value 
of  sugar  after  June  30,  [19571  196S.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  or  (b),  no  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  subchapter  with  respect  to 
unsold  sugar  held  by  a  manufacturer  on  June  30,  [1957]  1963,  or  with  respect 
to  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of  sugar  held  in  customs  cirstody  or 
control  on  such  date.  With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief 
value  of  sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  subsection  (b)  has  been  paid  and 
which,  on  June  30,  [1957]  1963  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale 
or  other  disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer, 
subject  to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  respect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  composed 
in  chief  value  of  sugar. 

SEC.  4502 

(4)  Total  sugars. — The  term  “total  sugars”  means  the  total  amount 
of  the  sucrose  [(Clerget)]  and  of  the  reducing  or  invert  sugars.  [The 
total  sugars  contained  in  any  grade  or  type  of  manufactured  sugar  shall 
be  ascertained  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  paragraphs  758,  759,  762,  and 
763  of  the  United  States  Customs  Regulations  (1931  edition).] 
******* 

SEC.  4504.  IMPORT  TAX  IMPOSED  AS  TARIFF  DUTY 

The  tax  imposed  by  section  4501  (b)  shall  be  levied,  assessed,  collected,  and 
paid  in  the  same  manner  as  a  duty  imposed  by  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  ai  d  shall  be 
treated  for  the  purposes  of  all  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  customs  revenue 
as  a  duty  impo.sed  by  such  Act,  except  that  for  the  purposes  of  sectioi  s  336  and 
350  of  such  Act  such  tax  shall  not  be  considered  a  duty  or  import  restriction, 
and  except  that  no  preference  with  respect  to  such  tax  shall  be  accorded  any 
articles  imported  or  brought  into  the  United  States  and  except  that  such  tax  may 
be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax  xinder  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a). 

SEC.  6412.  FLOOR  STOCKS  REFUNDS 

******* 

(d)  Sugar. —  With  respect  to  any  sugar  or  articles  composed  in  chief  value  of 
sugar  upon  which  tax  imposed  under  section  4501  (b)  has  been  paid  and  which, 
on  June  30,  [1957]  1963,  are  held  by  the  importer  and  intended  for  sale  or  other 
disposition,  there  shall  be  refunded  (without  interest)  to  such  importer,  subject 
to  such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  tax  paid  with  re.spect  to  such  sugar  or  articles  compo.sed  in 
chief  value  of  sugar. 

SEC.  6418.  SUGAR 

(a)  Use  As  Livestock  Feed  or  For  Distillation  of  Alcohol. — Upon  the 
use  of  any  manufactured  sugar,  or  article  manufactured  therefrom,  as  livestock 
feed,  or  in  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  distillation  of  alcohol,  there 
shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  to  the  person  so  using  such  manu¬ 
factured  sugar,  or  article  man\ifactured  therefrom,  the  amount  of  any  tax  paid 
under  section  4501  [(a)]  with  respect  thereto. 

******* 

Note. — Section  22  of  the  bill  provides  that  except  as  otherwise  pro  voided  the 
amendments  made  by  the  bill  shall  become  effective  on  January  1,  1956,  except 
that  sections  1  through  4  shall  become  effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  regulations  implementing  such  sections,  or  six  months  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  earlier. 
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Calendar  No.  1 482 

7030 

[Report  No.  1461] 

IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  2, 1955 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 

January  26  (legislative  day,  January  16),  1956 
Reported  Mr.  Bvmu,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reyresenta- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  404  -{Af-  of  the  Sugar  Aet  ef  1918,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  to  reah  as  follews-r 

5  —(d)  The  term  Taw  sugar’  means  any  sugars  -(exclusive 
0  ef  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar 
7  quotas)^  wliether  or  net  principally  ef  crystalline  structure^ 
3  winch  are  te  he  fm’thcr  rehned  er  impreved  in  quality  te  pre- 
9  duee  any  sugars  principally  ef  e^^ahine  structuis?  er  liquid 

10  sugar 
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Seot  ^  Scctten  404  -{e)-  ol  meh  Aet  is 


to  feft4 


as  follow^-T 

--(e)-  44ie  tewB  ‘direct  eonsuinptioft  sugar-  means  any 
sugars  priiieipally  ef  eiystaliine  structure  an4  any  liqu^ 
sugar  ^  Ikpiid  sugar  from  foreign  eomitries 

ha¥ing  iifftti4  sugar  quotas)-,-  wiiieii  are  nel  to  be  further 


refined  or  inipro^-cd  in  quality4- 

SeOt  3t  Section  404  -(i)-  of  sueh  Aet  is  amcnde4  hy 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “  (Clcrget)— . 

SEe7  47  Scetion  404  of  sueh  Aet  is  amended  hy  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows-7 
‘^n}-  4he  terns  4o  he  fiulher  rchned  or  impro¥cd  in 
quality-  me^uss  to  he  subjected  suhstantiahy  to  the  proeesscs 
of  -f4)-  afhuation  or  defeeatioig  -(2-)-  elariheation,-  and  -f3)- 
furthcr  purification  hy  adsorption  or  cr}'8tallization.  4he 
is  authorised,  in  actHjrdanee  with  findings  based  on 
hearings  to  determine  whether  spceific  processes  to 
which  sugars  are  su-hjeeted  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  -{n^  and  whether  sugars  of  speeifie 
qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph 
-fdf  of  this  seetion,  or  direct  consumption  sugar  within  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  -(e)-  of  this  scetionT^’ 


SeOt  hr  Section  204  of  sueh  Aet  is  amended  hy  striking 
in  the  second  sentence  tlmreof  the  words  --4947  prior  to  the 
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temiffifttien  el  peee  eeetfol  el  segar--  aR4  kisei-ting  ie  liee 
thcreol  “1917  1919’'. 

8eo.  ^  Section  SOS  -faf  el  saek  Aet  is  amcnlcd  ky 
inserting  a  celen  an4  ^-1)  tke  calendar  year  lOOta’  in 
lien  el  Ike  first  eeinnia  and  ky  adding  tke  lollewing  new 
paragrapks : 

^  ^  /  O  \  t\'i  n  1  f1  Y*  T^i^n  l*  1  O  ^  C\  1  rv 

\  I  X'  \jr  TTTt7  uiinjiitiiii  y  uixi  1  otj\j^  uppul  liUllillU 

ameng  seek  areas  00  per  een-tnm  el  tke  amount  ky  wkich 
tke  dctciinination  made  pursuant  te  scetion  SOI  exceeds 
eigkt  million  tkree  hundred  and  filty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  as  lollows : 

“  (A)  ¥ke  first  ene  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  er  any  part  thereof,  ky  which  quotas 
ler  the  domestic  areas  are  se  increased  shall  he  apportioned 
45.2  per  centum  te  the  domestic  keet  area-j  4S7O  per  centum 
te  the  mainland  eane  area-j  4Ot0  per  centum  te  Puerto  -R-ieoi 
anfi  4t0  per  centum  te  the  ^firgin  Islands ;  and 

Any  additional  amount  shall  he  apportioned  en 
the  basis  cstaklished  in  paragraph  -fa)-  -f4)-  as  adjusted  ky 
sukparagraph  -fA)-  el  this  paragraph  -fa)-  -fS)-: 

“-f-3)  ¥e¥  the  calendar  year  4957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  ky  apportioning  among  such  areas  lour  nuh 
lien  lour  hundred  anfi  lorty-lour  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  -fa)-  -f4)-  el  this  seetien7 
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fey  adding  thereto  S9  centum  el  Ifee  ameunrt  fey  which 
trfee  determination  made  pnrsnanl  le  section  ^04  cxeccds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  dity  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  ap])ortioned  as  lollows-:  First,-  fey  apportioning 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  ol  paragi’aph  -(a)-  -fd)-  ol 
this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  ol  the  amount  so  appor 
tinned  in  l-O-fedj  and  second,  fey  apportioning  the  remainder, 
il  anyj  in  accordance  with  the  dnal  quotas  estahlishcd  lor 
the  calendar  year  1 056,  pursuant  to  paragra]>hs  -(a)-  -(4)- 
and  -(a)-  -(4)-  ol  this  section.-^-^ 

SeC;  Section  dOd  -(c)-  ol  snefe  Act  is  amended  fey  strik- 
ing  ont  “For-^  alter  (c)-’  and  inserting  in  fecn  thercol  (1) 
For  the  calendar  year  1056-,-  lor^  and  fey  adding  at  tfec  end 
thereof  tfec  following  new 


‘‘  (2)  For  tfec  calendar  year  1957  and  lor  each  snfe- 
scftuent  calciidar  year  lor  foreign  coimtries  other  than  tfec  ( 
Rcpnfelic  ol  tfec  Fhilippines,  fey  prorating  to  Onfea  9d  per 
centum  and  to  snefe  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum 
ol  tfec  amount  ol  sugar,  raw  value,  fey  vdiich  cigfett  million 
three  hundred  and  felty  thousand  short  tons  or  snefe  lesser 
amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  204  cxeccds  tfec 
sum  ol  lour  million  lour  hundred  and  forty^four  thousand 
sfenrt  tons,  raw  value,  and  tfec  quota  established  pursuant 
to  subsection  -(fe-)-  ol  this  section ;  and  fey  prorating  to  ^ufea 
50  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Gufea 
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eig-n 


Hie  Ilcpublie  el  Hie  ^ilij»piiics  m  pet  centum  el  Hie 
am  omit  el  sugar,  raw  value,  hy  vvhieli  tbe  amount  Heter- 
miueH  pursuaiit  to  section  HtH-  exceeds  Hie  sum  el  eigkt 
mikieft  Huee  lumdrcd  and  HIty  thousand  short  tone  plus  the 
hicreasc  hi  puetas  provided  lor  in  suhscetieu  -faf  -(3^  el 
this  section :  Pmvided^  -(if  that  lor  40H7  the  puota  lor  lorn 
Tries  other  than  hhtha  and  the  -Republic  ol  the 

shall  be  oue  hundred  and  seventv-hve  thousand 

«/ 

short  tons,  raw  value,-  and  the  puota  lor  Cuba  shall  cpual 
the  sum  ol-  the  pnotas  lor  foreign  eountrios  other  than  the 
Republic  of  the  -Philippines  less  one  hundred  and  seventy- 
hve  tbousand  short  tonsj  raw  value ;  and  -(hf  that  lor  Hie 
ealendar  year  1958  and  eaeh  suhsepuent  calendar  year 
through  4H60  the  puota  lor  foreign  eountrios  other  than  Cuba 
and  the  Republie  ol  the  Philippines  shall  be  increased  forty- 
live  thousand  short  tonsj  raw  valuej  annually  and  the  puota 
lor  Cuba  shall  epual  the  sum  ol  the  (piotas  lor  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  other  than  the  Republie  ol  the  Pbilippmes  lor  such  year 
less  the  puota  lor  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and 
the  Repubhe  ol  the  Philippines  lor  such  yean  Rhe  puota 
lor  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republie  of 
the  Philippines  shall  be  prorated  lor  the  ealendar  year  1-957^ 
and  lor  eaeh  suhsepuent  ealendar  year  as  follows  :■ 

(-A-)  Eaeh  country  whose  overage  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  puota  were  less  than  one 
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short  raw  value,  during  the  years  10-&3  and 
l-9#4  shall  receive  a  preratien  equal  le  sueh  average 
iinportationsT 

(B)  Eaeh  eouiitr-y  whose  average  annual  importations 
into  the  United  States  within  the  quota  were  mere  than  one 
theusand  short  tens  hut  less  than  three  theusand  shert  tensj 
raw  vahte,  during  the  years  1953  and  44154  shall  receive  eaeh 
year  twe  theusand  tens  in  addition  te  the  basic  tonnages  pre¬ 
rated  under  subparagraphs  -fO}-  er  -(4^  hereof? 

-■-(■G)  Eaeh  country  wliesc  average  annual  importations 
inte  the  United  States  within  the  (pieta  were  one  theusand 
shert  tens  hnt  less  than  twe  theusand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
durh^g  the  years  44153  and  4954  shall  reecrV’O  a  preratien 
fer  4957  equal  te  its  average  importations  fer  the  calendar 
years  4953  and  4954  plus  39  per  centum  thereof  and  fer 
eaeh  calendar  year  subsequent  te  1957  through  4999  the  pre¬ 
ratien  fer  eaeh  sueh  country  shall  he  increased  hy  an  addi- 
tienal  39  per  centum  ef  its  proration  under  this  subpara¬ 
graph  -fGf  fer  the  immediatcl}^  preceding  calendar  year. 

~(U)  That  part  ef  the  qneta  net  etberwusc  prorated  in 
Siihparagraphs  and  -fUf  above  shall  he  prerated 

as  fellows : 

■‘Countrj^  Per  centum 

Dominican  Republic _  g? 

Peru _ gg 

Mexico _  OQ 

Nicaragua _  g 

Haiti _ _  q2L 
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Sec.  Seefcioft  2^  ©f  s©eh  is  amended  by  adding 
tbe  Mlewing  n©w  par-agmph-: 

-H^)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  eenntry  wfoh 
a  qnela  er  proration  iheree-f  oi  more  than  ten  theasand  short 
tens  fads  te  hd  seed  qaota  er  proration  hy  mere  than  40 
per  centam  and  at  any  time  daring  saeh  year  the  world 
price  ef  sagar  ej^eeeds  the  demestic  price,  the  qaeta  er  pre- 
ratien  thereof  for  sadh  country  for  sahsequent  years  shad  he 
redaoed  hy  an  amoant  eqaal  te  the  afflount  hy  vdaeh  saeh 
ceant^  faded  te  dd  its  quota  er  praration  thereof^  aniess 
the  Seeretary  finds  that  saeh  forlare  was  dae  te  erep  disaster 
er  force  majeuro  er  finds  that  saeh  reduction  would  he  con¬ 
trary  te  the  ehjectives  ef  this  Act:  -Any  redaction  hereander 
shad  he  prerated  in  the  same  manner  as  defieds  are  prorated 
under  section  S-Ql-.’’ 

8eo.  Or  -faf  dhe  second  sentenee  ef  section  204  -faf 
ef  saeh  Aet  is  amended  hy  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  tiiereef  a  colon  and  the  following :  ^-^^evided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar  producing  area  occurring  hy 
reasen  ef  inability  te  market  that  part  ef  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  ef  section  202  -(a)-  -(2)-  er 
the  increases  allotted  under  sections  202  -(a)-  -(Of  shad  first  he 
prorated  te  other  domestic  ai-eas  on  the  basis  ef  the  quotas 
then  in  effect^ 

-fhf  The  last  paragraph  ef  section  204  -{af  ef  saeh  Aet 
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amciKiee:  inserting  feefe^e  Ike  {>erio4  Ike  eftk  tkcrcof 

ft  somieolon  ftft4  Ike  lellowing :  ‘-except  tkftl  m  tke  ease  ef 
promt  ion  el  my  seek  kekek  m  any  domestic  sugar-pi^dueing 
aeeft  eeeamng  k¥  reason  el  inability  to  market  tkat  part  el 
tke  pnetft  lor  seek  area  allotted  under  and  by  iH^ason  ol 
section  203  -(n)-  -f2)-  or  tke  inei-eases  allotted  under  scetion 
202  -faf  tke  Seeretary  skall  apportion  tke  unklled 

amoimt  on  snek  basis  and  to  seek  otker  domestic  areas  as  ke 
determines  is  reqnircd  to  kll  snek  defier^  and  il  ke  finds  tkat 
no  domestie  area  will  ke  able  to  snpply  snek  nnfilled  amonnty 
ke  skak  add  it  to  tke  qnota  lor  Gnba  ’-. 

40?  Section  200  -(a)-  ol  snek  Aet  is  amended  by 
in  sealing  in-)mediat<dy  before  tbe  final  sentenec  thereof  tke 
following :  ^^4n  makii^  snek  allotments,  tke  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  dne  allowance  lor  tke 
adverse  efieet  of  drmigkt,-  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in- 
seetsj  or  otker  similar  abnormal  and  nneontrollable  conditions 
serionsly  and  broadly  afieeting  any  general  area  ser-ved  by 
tke  factory  or  factories  of  snek 


l-kr  -(a)-  Seetmn  204  -(a)-  of  sack  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  after  tke  word  ‘-year-  tke  following :  ^  pins  an 
amount  eqnal  to  tke  same  percentage  ol  twumtV'  nine  thonsand 
six  knndred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  tke  in¬ 
crease  in  tke  qnota  lor  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  valne— 
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Seelieii  -20 7  ef  sttoh  A-ei  is  amondccl  W  striking 

ike  period  al  ike  eirk  tkereof  aed  ky  adding  Ike  kdlowing : 
^vkick  skak  ke  principally  ei  ei-ystallinc  slruetnrc,  pies  an 
amoant  cqaal  le  Ike  same  percentage  ef  one  kiindrcd  twenty 
sis  tkoasand  and  tkirty -three  skerl  tons,  raw  yafaer  tkal 
Ike  increase  in  Ike  quota  for  Puerto  Piee  under  section  20^ 
is  ef  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  ten%  raw  yaluej  wkiek 
latter  ainount  may  ke  filled  ky  direct  consumption  sugar 
-whether  er  net  pidneipally  er  ciystallinc  strueturc/\ 

SeOt  4-27  8eetien  207-  -(k^  ef  suek  Aet  is  amended  ky 
striking  out  ‘‘Thc-^  after  “  (li)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
-‘-(■1-)-  Per  the  calendar  year  44)5k,  tke^  and  ky  adding  die 
following  new  paragrapk-j 

--(-2-)-  Per  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Ouka  and  the  Republic  ef  the  Philippines  may  ke  filled  ky 
direct  consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  ef  1.36  per  centum  ef 
^fee  amount  ef  sugar  determined  pui-suant  te  section  204  less 
die  sum  ef  the  quotas  cstaklishcd  in  subsections  -(af  and  -{kf 
ef  section  202:  Provided,  -That  suek  limitation  skak  net  apply 
te  countries  receiving  prerations  under  section  202  -(e-)-  ef 
seven  thousand  short  tens  er  lessr  Pke  direct-eonsmnption 
portion  ef  suck  quota  wdiieli  is  subject  te  the  IrBG  per 
centum  limitation  referred  te  above  shall  ke  prorated  te 
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ooiinti4es  wbieli  promtion^  under  socti-en  2^  -(e^ 

nl  more  Aun  sown  thousand  short-  tons  on  the  basts  of  aver¬ 
age  imports  of  diroe tr-eonsnmption  sugar  within  the  quota  for 
the  years  1954,  1952,  105^,  and  1954/^ 

SeOt  dbr  Section  304  -fb)-  of  sueb  Aet  is  nmendied  by 
inserting  ftfter  tbo  wortis  ^^-for  processed)  ”  the  foHowmg-: 


^  except  for  lAestook  feed,  or  for  tbo  production  of 
feedy  as  detennined  by  tbo  Secretary,’’. 

SeEt  447  Se(4ion  302  -fb|-  of  sueb  Aot  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  ^^-(or  processed)  -’  tbo  words  “within  tbo  pro- 
portionate  share”  and  by  strildng  tbo  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  tbo  following:  Amd  of  tbo  producers  in  any 
baai  prodmang  area  wliose  past  prodiu(4ion  has  been  ad- 
w^^oly,  seriously,  and  gtatorally  affeeted  by  drought,  stonuy 


flood,  froesoy  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar 


MlltT 


uncontrollable  conditions.  4br  tbo  purposes  of  estaldishing  ( 

proportionate  ^rhares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourago 
wise  use  of  land  rosomees,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  tbo  conservation  of 
sob  and  water  resources  in  Pttoi4o  Eico,  tbo  Secret or}^,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Eiooy  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  bo  determines  b  to  bo  in  tbo  public 
mt crest  and  to  bicbitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other 
productive  purposes,  to  transfer  tbo  sugarcane  production 
record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Eico 
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1  (H\Ticd  ftg^Iicaait  to  asty  tobor  pafeel  ^-cob  el  bad 

2  m^^cd  fey  seefe  applicant  in  ^terto  Riee-/’. 

3  8-BC-.  feto  Section  40fe  el  such  Aet  b  afflcndcd  fey  m- 

4  sorting  -(e)  al  tfee  feegfe^ning  tfecrcof  and  fey  adding  tfee 


5 

6 
7 


new  paragrapli : 

-(fef  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
meet  tfee  requirements  ol  section  4R4-  -(n)-  and  who 


8  subjeets  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  ferouglit  into  tfee 

9  eontinental  United  States  under  a  deelaraition  drat  it  is 

10  raw  sugar  fent  whieh  sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to 

11  fee  ol  direet -eonsumption  quality  and  to  fee  in  excess 

12  direet  consumption  portion  ol  tfee  applicable  quota  or  pro- 

13  ration  or  allotment  tliereol,  shall  forleit  to  tfee  United  States 

14  a  sum  equal  to  4-  cent  per  pound  lor  each  pounds  raw  ¥alue7 

15  ol  such  sugar  in  excess  ol  tfee  direet  consump*tion  portion  ol 

16  tfee  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  tliereolj  wliieb 
11  forfeiture  shall  fee  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  tfee 

18  name  ol  tfee  United  StatesA 

19  SBto  4to  Section  407-  ol  such  Act  is  amended  fey  adding 

20  at  tfee  end  tfeereol  tfee  foHowing  sentence :  “The  provisions 

21  ol  this  seetioir  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 

22  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305/b 

23  SeOt  47t  Section  444  ol  such  Act  is  rcniunfeered  as 

• 

24  section  44^  section  44#  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  see- 

25  deft  4q-g  aed  a  new  section  444  inserted  as  IoIIowst 
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^^Eer  444-r  Scerctafy  is  nathorizedi^  issue  suefe 
rogulatiens  as  may  fee  necessary  te  ead=ry  out  article  7-  of 
tfee  Intematkatal  Sugar  -Agreement  for  tfee  -Reguktien  el 
tfee  Preduction  and  Marketing  el  Sugar  -(ratified  fey  and 
with  tfee  advice  and  (miseat  el  tfee  1-J-nited  States  Senate  en 
April  Stfe  1 954-) ,  restricting  imperiation  el  sugar  inte  tfee 
Rnited  States  Irem  foreign  eeuntrii^s  net  participating  in 
such  agreement,  er  te  ear=ry  ent  tfee  corresponding  provisions 
el  aiw  sueli  Inturc  agreements  ratified  fev  and  with  tfee 
advice  and  censcnt  el  tfee  -P-nited  States  Senatcr- 

Seo.  4-8t  Renumfeered  section  4d-2  el  suefe  Act  (relating 
te  termination  el  tfee  ]>mvers  el  tfee  Secretary  under  tfee  -Act) 
is  amended  fey  striking  ent  in  each-  place  it  appears 

therein  and  insei4ing  in  lien  tlmreof  ‘‘1960”. 

SeEt  49t  a  new  section  444  is  added  te  snefe  Act  as 
leHews : 

^EO.  4147  -(n)-  4e  alleviate  tfee  eemlitions  which  exist 
in  tfee  eentincntal  United  States  sugar-  preducing  areas  fey 
reason  el  tfee  (piantities  el  surplus  overquota  sugar  produced 
in  snefe  areas,  tfee  Gemmodity  Credit  Corporation  sfeaR  carry 
ent  leansj  purchases-,  er  ether  operations  with  respect  te 
ene  Inmdred  thousand  short  tens  el  sugar  produced  from  tfee 
49fefe  er  previous  crops  in  snefe  areasr 

ffef  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  fee  disposed  el  out¬ 
ride  tfee  continental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Cor- 
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will  iwf  iw4uly  wlerforc  wiih  ««««tt4 
markiliiio’s  el  sii^i-7  HK-ludlno'  dif^silieee  w«lei=  4ke  Agri 
eellHftd-  4^Wrde  ])(‘V(>le^wee4  m+4  A-f^wlewe  Aet  el  lOAl^ 

fi »~i  1  >1  r^ii  f\ 
trt^  ttliH  iltttrttT 

■■-  (  {•)-  Ae  l^ei^yfiwet^  wlielt  Ife  ^i^feeelly  i in  bio  lei=  ftfty 
defieioiiey  imNie^  14em  flie  wele  el  ike  eegee  neouringf  aey 
leew  made  melee  aallieeke^  el  ikia  eepliem  mdeae  seek  leae 


wae 


1 1  <U IW  tlv  1  It 


le  k¥  Ike  kee- 

eeweer  ¥kia  peewaiee  ^ktdl  eelj  kewovee  ke  eeesleeed  le 
^rewait  kkmmedky  kkedk  Peejmealiee  leem  requk’ktg  Ike 
keeeewee  le  assume  kakilky  lee  dekeieeoies  te  ike  (jiialky 
ee  (|uaiitily  el  sugar  delivored  aedee  ike  leaey  lee  ladaee 
le  yeeyeely  eaee  lee  aed  yeesee¥e  seiek  sugar,  ee  lee  laduee 
ee  eelusal  le  deleeee  ike  sugar  iu  aeeeedauee  wkk  Ike  eequiee- 
eueuls  el  Ike  yeegram. 

■^^-fd-)-  8ugae  ac-quieed  keeeuudee  skak  uel  ke  sukjeot  le 
Ike  provisions  el  ikle  4d  el  Ikes  AelA 

SeOt  kOr  Boctions  450k  -(ef  aeed  61 12  -fd)-  -(eelaliHg  le 
Ike  termination  el  taxes  eu  sugar)-  el  Ike  Internal  Revenue 
Gede  el  4054  are  amended  ky  striking  eul  “10-54^-  ke  eaek 
plaee  it  appears  tkeeein  aeed  inserting  ke  lieu  tkereol  “1061 A 
gEGr  04t  8eelien  4505  -fOfy  ekapter  -f4)^  subeliapler  Aj 
^ugar-,  el  Ike  knleread  Reveneee  Oede  el  4054  is  amended 
aa  follows :  8lrike  eul  Ike  parentheteeal  weed  “  (Clerget) 
H.  R.  7030 - 3 
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wliefe  oecurs  tbe  soiitciieo  ttttk  delete  tbe 


thereof 


8^07  tSeetkffl:  4k947  elui^ter  HTy  siibeliapter  Ay 

el  tke  tiitei-'iiftl  Eeveiiue  Code  el  -14154  is  amended 
hy  adding  bek-^fe  ike  })eflcKl  a4  Ike  enk  tliereol  Ike  following : 
-and  exeepl  Ibal  seek  lax  maw  be  subject  le  r-elimds  as  a  tax 
undci-'  Ike  ])revislens  el  s(a‘lieit  4444H  (a)  -b 

-fk)-  8eetkev  b44>v  el  t4*aplee  45  el  ibe  Intcnial  Ilcw 


enue  (4ode  el  44154  is  amended  by  slAlrntg  eel  Ike  “  (a) 
unmedialely  following  "seetion  1501''. 

Sec.  24?  4ke  amendments  e-iade  beeeby  shall  become 
eft'eetive  .lanuarv  dy  1954,  except  as  otherwise  designated  aed- 
except  that  mjuired  determinations  and  regulations  may  be 
issued  ie  1 955  ler  ike  calendar  year  1956. 

Thai  section  101  (d)  of  the  Siiffcir  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  foUoirs: 

‘''(d)  The  term  'raw  sugar  means  any  sugars  (exclusive 
of  Uguid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar 
quotas),  whether  or  not  prmcipally  of  crystalline  structure, 
which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid 
sugarT 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

‘^(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumjjtion  sugar’  means  any 
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sugars  principally  of  crystallme  structure  and  any  liquid 
sugar  ( exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  hav¬ 
ing  liipiid  sugar  (piotas),  irliicli  are  not  to  be  further  refined 
or  improved  in  quality!’ 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  parentheiical  word  (Clerget)” . 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

'‘(n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in 
quality’  means  to  be  subjected  substantially  to  the  processes 
of  (1)  affi.nation  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  to  determine 
whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  (n) 
and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw  sugar  within 
the  meaning  of  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  or  direct- 
consumption  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of 
this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the 
termination  of  price  control  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “1947-1949”. 
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Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

'"(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sufjar-producinfj  areas  by  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and. 
forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

“Short 


"Aren  raw  mine 

"'Domestic  beet  sugar _  1.  SOO,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar -  BOO,  000 

Ilairaii _ : _ 1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,000 


'‘(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred, 
forty-four  thousand,  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be 
added  an  amount  equal  to  od  per  centum  of  the  amount  by 
irhich  the  Secretary's  determination  of  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  for  the  calendar  year 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand,  short 
tons,  raw  value.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned 
among  and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar-producimy 
areas,  respectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred 
sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof, 
bji  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased 
shall  be  apportioned  d1 .5  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  mainland  cane  sugar 
area;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand,  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  ivhich  such  quotas  are  so  increased, 
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shall  he  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico;  (G)  the  next  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
which  such  quotas  are  so  increased  shall  he  apportioned 
to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any  additional  amount  shall  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  adpisled  by  subparagraphs 
(A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph  (2).” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  ainended  by 
striking  out  ^‘For”  after  “(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  (A)  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  (B )  to  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount 
as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  45  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1() 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 


18 


milHoii  three  hundred  and  fifty  thoumnd  short  tons  as 
follows: 


Countrii  Per  centum 

Cnha _  S3.  8 

Peru, _  0 

Dominican  Pepabfic _  0 

Mexico _  0 

Other  amnfnex _  1.  2 

ItS.O 


The  ahorte  proration  of  1.2  per  centum  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba,  the  Bepuhlic  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the 
Dominican  Pepuhlic,  and,  Mexico  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  the  apportionments  to  such  countries  under  para¬ 
graph  (S)  of  this  subsection. 

'^(S)  For  the  calendar  gear  1do7,  the  proration  of  4 
per  centum  under  paragraph  (2)  (H)  of  this  subsection  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  (liba  and  the  Pepublic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each 
such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  (Pproration  equal  to  its  average  entries 
irithin  the  (piotas  duriny  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by 
assigniny  to  each  such  foreign  country  ivhose  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than 
one  thousand  nor  more  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
and,  third,  big  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  whose  average 
entries  ivifhin  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less 
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than  two  thousand  nor  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  the  average  entries  from 
each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954, 
plus  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  fourth,  by 
prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota  to  such  foreign  countries 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 
1954  exceeded  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the 
basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the  quotas  from  each  such 
country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  proration  of  4  per  centum  under  para¬ 
graph  (2)(B)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
ivhose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years 
1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by  prormting 
the  balance  of  such  quota  among  the  remainder  of  such 
countries  on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such 
countries  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  calendar  year  1957.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

'^(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with 
a  quota  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


20 


tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10 
per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world 
price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster 
or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2) 
shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis 
of  the  quotas  then  in  effect” . 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  peHod  at  the  end  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  “except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of 
the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
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1  section  202  (q)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 

2  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic 

3  areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if 

4  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  he  able  to  supply  such 

5  unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

6  Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
1  inserting  immediately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the 
8-  folloioing:  ^ An  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
9  also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the 

10  adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in- 

11  sects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions 

12  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by 

13  the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.” . 

14  Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

15  by  adding  after  the  word  ^‘year”  the  folloiving:  plus  an 

16  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand 

17  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  in- 

18  crease  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 

19  million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raiu  value” . 

20  (b}  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

21  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  bjf  adding  the  following: 

22  '‘which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 

23  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty- 
21  six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
25  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under  section  202 
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is  of  07ie  million  eighty  thousaiid  short  toris,  raw  value,  which 
latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumytion  sugar 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.^’ . 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ''The'  after  '‘(h)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  the"  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by 
dwect-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  U7\der  section  202  (c)  of 
seven  thousand  shoi't  tons  or  less.  The  dWect-coimimptmi 
portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per 
centu7n  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
countries  which  receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c) 
of  more  than  seven  thousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  aver¬ 
age  imports  of  direct-consumption  sugar  ivithm  the  quota  for 
the  years  1951, 1952, 1953,  and  1954." 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  "(or  processed)"  the  followmg: 
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except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  ‘‘(or  processed)'’  the  words  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
mterest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  othei 
productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land 
owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.” . 

Sec.  is.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof,  by  striking  out  “(a)” 
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and  “(h)’’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)”  and  “(2)”, 
respectivehi,  and  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

‘‘(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
otherwise  meet  the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and 
who  subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought 
into  the  continental  United  States  under  a  declaration  that 
it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequ ently  is  determined 
to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each 
pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  that  part  of 
the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  or  allotment  thereof  remaining  unfilled  at  the  time 
of  such  determination,  ivhich  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  “The  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.” . 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as 
section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  413,  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of 
the  Inter-national  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Begidation  of 
the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  ( ratified  by  aiid 
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with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on 
April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 
United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  any  such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  corisent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 
to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act ) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962” . 

Sec.  19.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 
the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1963” . 

Sec.  20.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  37,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar” ,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended, 
as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “ (Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  m  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  21.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar” ,  of  the  Interiial  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)”. 

U)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal 
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1  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 

2  immediately  following  ‘  ‘section  450 

3  Sec.  22.  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  the  amendments 

4  made  hereby  shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1956, 

5  except  that  sections  1  through  4  shall  become  effective  upon 

6  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  regulations  imple- 

7  menting  such  sections,  or  six  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 

8  ment  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  30,  1955. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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I  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURI 

tCE  OP  BUOGET  A-TllfANCE  aotlorip  ^ 


(FoPsDepartment  Staff  Only) 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  Treasui^Post  Office  appropriation  bill,  and  urgent 
deficiency  appropriation  bill  for  1<^6.  House  a^td  Senate  Agriculture  subcommittees 
ordered  reported  measures  to  increask  acreage  allotments  of  burley,  fire-cured, 
dark  air-cured,  and  MarA^'land  tobacco. ^'^enatpaebated  bill  to  amend  and  extend  Sugar 
Act.  Rep.  Dixon  introduced  and  discussed  pll  to  establish  national  seed-storage 
facility.  Rep.  Christopher  spoke  favorin^^90  percent  price  supports  for  all  farm 
products. 


HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  ^^h  amendments  H.  R.  9063,  urgent-deficiency 

appropriation  bill  for >1956.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  ov  Rep.  Rabaut  increasing 
funds  available  to  tp^ Corps  of  Engineers  to  ^330, 000  fbr  general  flood  control 
investigations  and ^  amendment  by  Rep.  Boland  increasing\to  -3U,U36,000  funds 
available  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  construction  oi\flood  control  works, 
pp.  1933,  19U3,^li5,  1952 

Passed  wi^out  amendmient  H.  R,  906ii,  the  Treasury-Post  O/F^-ce  appropriation 
bill  for  195^  pp.  1923,  1952 

2.  TOBACCO.  Tne  tobacco  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported 

to  the  ^11  committee  H.  J,  Res.  11.55,  to  increase  burley  tobacco  acre^e  allot¬ 
ments  marketing  quotas,  H.  J.  Res.  5l5,  to  increase  fire-cured  and^rk 
air-ymred  tobacco  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas,  and  (the  Dail^rs^igest 
st^es)  "an  original  joint  resolution  which  would  increase  farm  acreage  ali^J- 
mts  for  Ite^land  tobacco."  p.  D99 


'’’JCLXJIATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Coininittee  reported  xjith  amenc 
H.  to  authorize  the  ccnstructionj  operation,  and  maintenance  of  th^ 

Fryin^an- Arkansas  reclamation  project,  Colo.  (H.  Kept.  17U9) .  p.  I960 

ThX  irrigation  and  reclamation  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  ar  [lar 

Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  597^^  to  pr  for 

the  reimbuissement  of  ow''ers  of  lands  acquired  under  the  Federal  rec  .on 

laws  for  th^r  moving  expenses,  and  without  arendr-ent  H.  R.  6268,  t  "ide. 

for  the  use  ^  anpropriated  funds  bv  the  Secretarv  of  Interior  in  jz  ;ts 

for  the  consti^tion  of  drainage  vjorks  and  other  minor  items  on  5 
reclamation  pro^cts.  p.  DIOO. 


h.  LFOISUTIVS  PROGEAT- 
relating  to  the  ‘-as 
for  Wed.,  Jan.  6. 


The  Majority  Leader  announced  that  cons^  eration  of  S,  180, 


:'iver  Basin  reclamation  project, 

1952 


SEMITE 


is  scheduled 


5. 


SUGAR.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  >-xt  of  19U8. 
Adopted  amendr''ent  by  Sen.  Byrd  of  a  technical  and  corrective  nature. 

Sens,  Fulbright  and  Capehart  submitted  amend  ents  intended  to  be  propose 
by  them  to  the  bill,  pp.  i860,  1869,  I87U,  1890, 


6,  TOBaCCO.  The  tobacco  subcommit tee'^of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
ordered  reported  to  the  full  commi^ee  S.  Jy  Res.  Ill,  to  increase  allotments 
and  quotas  for  bur  lev  tobacco,  and  J,  136,  to  increase  allotments  and 

quotas  for  fire -cured  and  dark  air-cuXedXobacco.  Subcommittee  tentatively 
agreer  to  an  original  joint  resolution  ^^ich  vrould  increase  farm  acreage 


allotments  for  I  Tar', >'1  and  tobacco .  p. 


7.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  Sen.  feuberger  sppif®  on  tfte  importance  of  Federal  flood 

insurance  to  reiraburse  families  f^  tragic  iV^sseo,  and  inserted  several 
articles  and  letters  on  the  mat^dr.  p,  I86I 

8.  DISaST  P  TELIEF.  Sen.  Thve  defended  the  Adminis'^aticn' s  record  in  aiding 

small  business  firii’s,  induing  disaster  loans  to  relieve  the  damage  caused 
by  hurricanes  and  floods,  /p.  1865,  1668 


9.  REGLAi' ATION.  Received  a/^^port  of  the  Department  of  I^erior  on  the  iinsxvorth 
unit,  Nebr.,  of  the  Mj/^souri  River  Basin  project,  p,  l856 


ITEi'iS  IN  APPENDIX 


10.  POSTAL  Rates.  t,^enslon  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Dingell  criticizi* 
tion's  proposeCpostal  rate  increases,  p.  All83 

Rep,  I.'Ul^r  inserted  a  newspaper  article  stating  that  "th 
of  the  CongCss,,.  is  to  reject  a  proposed  increase  in  postal 
A12iil  ^ 


the  adninistra- 


disposition 


races' 


'  armeri 


PROORaI'.  Sen.  ’^elker  commended  and  inserted  a  nevjspaper  articl^  "Let  The 
Run  Their  Own  Business— They  Can  Do  It  Better,  And  At  No  CostSTo  The 
Taxpayer",  p.  -11202  \ 

Rep,  Forand  inserted  Sen.  Anderson's  recent  address  before  a  divisiton  of 
Democratic  National  Gc  mittee  stating  that  "anyone  who  walks  the  corrf^ors 
^  the  Capitol  todav  finds  his  elected  representatives  absorbed  ty  two 
proble.  s:  The  farr-  problem  anc  the  problem  of  our  foreign  relations,"  and  diat 
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JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
I  Mr.  i^NEDYl,  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [mXmcNamara],  the  Senator  from 
WyomingVMr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the 
Senator  fr(^ Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  are 
absent  on  omcial  business. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Sen^r  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  McNama^,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  0’]^honey],  and  the 
Senator  from  GeorgiW  [Mi-.  Russell] 
would  each  vote  “yea.’^ 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  IS^nnounce  that 
the  Senator  from  New\-Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  on  official ^siness. 

The  Senator  from  Colorad^Mr.  Mil- 
likin]  is  absent  because  of  illrfess,  and, 
if  present  and  voting,  he  womd  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yea\90, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 90 

Flanders  Martin,  Iowa 

Prear  Martin,  Pa. 

Pulbright  McCarthy 

George  McCiellan 

Goldwater  Monroney 

Gore  Morse 

Green  Mundt 

Hayden  Murray 

Hennings  Neely 

Hlckenlooper  Neuberger 

Hill  Pastore 

Holland  Payne 

Hruska  Potter 

Humphrey  Purtell 

Ives  Robertson 

Jackson  Saltonstall 

Jenner  Schoeppel 

Johnson,  Tex.  Scott 


Aiken 

Allott 

Anderson 

Barkley 

Barrett 

Beall 

Bender 

Bennett 

Bible 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Bush 

Butler 

Byrd 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Case,  N.  J. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Chavez 

Clements 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Daniel 

Dirksen 

Douglas 

Dufif 

Dworshak 

Eiastland 

Ellender 

Ervin 


Johnston,  S.  C.  Smathers 


Kefauver 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Knowland 

Kuchel 

Danger 

Lehman 

Long 

Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
NAYS — 0 


Smith,  Maine 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Symington 

Thurmond 

Thye 

Watkins 

Welker 

Wiley 

Williams 

Young 


Kennedy 

McNamara 


NOT  VOTING— 6 
Mlllikln  Russell 

O’Mahoney  Smith,  N.  J. 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  205)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas  subsequently 
said:  Mr.  President,  pursuant  to  they 
resolution  agreed  to  earlier  today 
create  a  select  committee,  which  res^- 
tion  was  offered  by  the  distingui^ed 
minority  leader  and  myself,  I  subnnt  as 
recommendations  from  the  majority  side 
the  name  of  the  senior  Sena^r  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  George],  the  Prudent  pro 
tempore  of  this  body,  and  onairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Fqre^  Relations. 
The  Senator  from  Georgj4  is  the  senior 
Member  of  the  Senate,yme  dean  of  the 


ed  the  Senate  in 
he  natui-al-gas  bill 


Senate.  He  first  ent( 

1922,  and  he  oppose 
passed  yesterday. 

In  addition,  I  ^bmit  the  name  of  the 
distinguished  samor  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Ha]^en],  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  m  Appropriations,  formerly 
the  chairm^  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Admimstration.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona^rst  entered  Congress  in  1912, 
and  elected  to  the  Senate  in  1927. 
He  fwored  the  passage  of  the  bill  passed 
ye§^rday. 


Mr.  KNOWLA.ND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  minority,  I  submit,  as  the 
minority  representatives  on  the  select 
committee,  the  names  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges],  formerly  the  Presi¬ 
dent  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  and  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Thye],  formerly  the  gover¬ 
nor  of  his  State. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair, 
following  the  recommendations  made  by 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leaders,  appoints  as  members  of  the 
select  committee  the  Senators  named  by 
the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader. 

The  Chair  believes  that  these  appoint¬ 
ments  will  meet  with  the  approval  of  all 
Members  of  the  Senate  on  several  scores, 
but  particularly,  as  the  Senator  from 
Texas  has  indicated,  because  two  Mem¬ 
bers  from  each  side  voted  against  the 
bill.  The  committee,  therefore,  is  well 
balanced  and  is  also  one  composed  of 
[embers  having  high  seniority  in  the 
mate. 

fr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  wish  to 
calMhe  attention  of  the  Vice  President 
to  t^  first  sentence  of  section  2  of  tt 
resolucion  agreed  to  earlier,  as  follows 

The  Vi^e  President  shall  appoint  2  Mem¬ 
bers  from \he  majority  and  2  Membeos  from 
the  minoriN  Members  of  the  Se^te  who 
shali  constitme  the  select  coiiimit^e. 

The  reason  ^r  this  is  that^  a  closely 
divided  case,  inTOlving  a  fetfow  Member, 
it  was  felt  that  the  comnyctee  should  be 
as  nonpartisan  as  possiffiie.  Normally  in 
legislative  committeeiiUie  majority  party 
has  an  additional  rn^^ber  or  members; 
but  in  a  situation  su<m  ^this,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Senate/prece^nt  and  tradi¬ 
tion,  it  was  felt >nat  thatxjiould  not  be 
the  case. 

Section  2  /ft  the  resolutibji  further 
provides : 

A  chairi^n  shall  be  selected  froiiv  among 
the  mernJSers  appointed  upon  the\  first 
meetingyCo  be  called  by  the  Vice  Presldei 

tion  3  provides  as  follows 
ie  select  committee  is  hereby  authorize' 
ayi  directed  to  conduct  an  immediate  in-' 
estigatlon  of  these  circumstances  and  report 
Its  findings  and  recommendations  to  the 
Senate  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  in  no 
even  later  than  March  1,  1956,  and  upon  the 
filing  of  its  report,  the  select  committee 
shaU  cease  to  exist. 

I  hope  the  Vice  President  will  take 
notice  of  the  necessity  of  calling  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  select  committee,  so  that  the 
Senators  can  proceed  with  the  investi¬ 
gation. 

I  feel  certain  that  the  committee  can 
complete  its  deliberations  within  the 
time  prescribed  in  the  resolution;  but  in 
case  they  cannot,  the  minority  leader  and 
I  will  certainly  be  willing  to  discuss  what¬ 
ever  problems  they  may  have  and,  if 
necessary,  propose  an  extension  of  a  few 
days  or  to  whatever  time  seems  advisable. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  As  soon  as 
arrangements  can  be  made  to  have  the 
four  Senators  assemble  together  at  a 
convenient  place  today,  the  organization 
meeting,  over  which  the  Vice  President 
will  preside,  will  be  held.  The  committee 
can  then  commence  its  deliberations  and 
its  hearings. 


INVESTIGATION  OP  CAMPAIGN 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 

Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  a  rs 
tion  coming  over  from  the  previo/ 
which  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  rescydtion  (S. 
Res.  206)  to  investigate  cin^mstances 
connected  with  the  tender  of  a  campaign 
contribution  to  Senator  Case  of  South 
Dakota  and  any  other  ymtributions  by 
persons  in  legislation  involving  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  of  tttfe  United  States. 

Mr.  HENNTNGSy/Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Subcommittee 
on  Privileges  aha  Elections  met  this 
morning  and  yfted  to  meet  again  this 
afternoon  foyfthe  consideration  of  the 
same  subje^  matter,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  tljat  the  resolution  lie  on  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  otjjection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


HE  UNEXPECTED  DEATH  OP 
RANDOLPH  E.  PAUL 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day,  in  one  of  the  committee  rooms  of 
the  Congress,  a  vibrant  and  valuable  life 
was  snuffed  out  at  its  zenith. 

An  outstanding  American  citizen,  the 
Henorable  Randolph  Paul — a  friend  and 
adviser  to  many  of  us — was  seized  with 
a  heart  attack  and  died. 

He  was  in  the  midst  of  testimony  be¬ 
fore  a  committee  of  Congress.  He  was 
in  the  midst  of  offering  the  benefit  of 
his  great  wisdom  and  experience  in  the 
field  of  finance  and  economics  to  the 
lawmakers  of  the  Nation,  just  as  he  has 
been  doing  for  many  years;  both  for¬ 
mally  in  testimony  and  informally  in  the 
offices  of  the  Senators  and  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  who  were 
privileged  to  receive  his  counsel  and 
advice. 

He  was  for  many  years  a  Government 
servant,  having  risen  to  the  eminence  of 
General  Counsel  of  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment.  But  he  had  more  than  a  title. 
He  was  a  vital  and  driving  force,  or, 
rather,  a  guiding  force,  in  the  Govern- 
ent — trusted  and  respected,  alike  by  his 
periors  in  the  Cabinet  and  in  the  White 
e,  by  his  subordinates  and  cowork- 
ers,\Rnd  by  the  Members  of  Congress 
withNvhom  he  came  in  contact  during 
those  ^ys. 

Wlieivyhe  entered  the  Government 
service.  Ire  was  already  a  highly  suc¬ 
cessful  taiovattorney,  an  acknowledged 
expert  in  hrk  field,  who  could  and  did 
command  the\onfldence  of  some  of  the 
greatest  corporations  in  America.  He 
left  a  lucrative  iW  practice  to  dedicate 
himself  to  Govermient  service. 

When  he  felt  he  Imd  done  all  he  could 
in  Government,  he  ^urned  to  his  law 
practice  and  resumedVhis  representa¬ 
tion — skillful  and  brilli^t  representa¬ 
tion — of  some  of  the  grea\  economic  in¬ 
terests  of  America — privat\  and  corpo¬ 
rate  interests,  Mr.  President 

But  Randolph  Paul  was  on\of  those 
rare  souls  who  was  the  mast^of  his 
profession  and  never  let  his  profession 
master  him.  Even  while  he  was\^ek- 
ing  to  obtain  for  his  clients  the  best^s- 
sible  treatment  under  the  tax  laws  tHftt 
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could  beWoperly  obtained,  he  was  point¬ 
ing  out  to^he  Members  of  Congi-ess  the 
loopholes  iXthe  tax  laws  that  made  it 
possible  for  lum  to  serve  his  clients  so 
well.  \ 

Only  2  years  he  completed  a  monu¬ 
mental  work  erititled  “Taxation  in  the 
United  States,”  which,  I  understand,  is 
already  considered  one  of  the  great  and 
standard  works  on  taX^law — a  work  that 
will  endure  for  manyVears  as  an  au¬ 
thoritative  volume  of  r^erence,  as  an 
invaluable  textbook,  on  tii^x  law. 

But  Randolph  Paul  wasy^uch  more 
than  a  great  technician,  a  ^at  master 
of  law,  a  great  scholar  and  wp^er  in  his 
field.  He  was  also  a  man  of  ^ry  zeal 
and  profound  dedication  to\liberal 
causes,  and  to  those  principles  wl^h  he 
considered  to  be  identified  with  '^od 
government.  He  was  a  man  of  gemle 
humor,  of  kindliness,  of  never-failil 
courtesy — a  man  who  was  lovable  anc 
beloved  because  he  in  turn  loved  his  fel¬ 
low  men. 

To  his  widow  and  family  in  this  hour 
of  their  grief,  all  of  us  extend  our  deep¬ 
est  condolence.  We  will  miss  Randolph 
Paul,  but  we  have  much  by  which  to  re¬ 
member  him.  In  his  lifetime  he  builded 
his  own  monument. 

EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948, 
AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
1482,  H.  R.  7030. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  7030) 
to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  and  Mr.  KNOWLAND 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
motion  is  not  debatable  during  the 
morning  hour.  The  question  is  on 
agi'eeing  to  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  purpose  of  the  motion? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  have 
moved  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  sugar  biU. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  for  informing  us  of  his  unani- 
mouse-consent  request.  I  appreciate  it 
very  much. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  did  not 
ask  for  imanimous  consent.  I  moved 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  R.  7030,  the  sugar  bill,  in 
accordance  with  repeated  announce¬ 
ments  by  the  majority  leader.  The  mo¬ 
tion  has  been  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  majority  leader  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  take  it  that  the 
majority  leader  intends  to  give  us  some¬ 
thing  sweet  after  the  sour  medicine  we 
had  to  swallow.  [Laughter.] 


MARITIME  ACADEMIES 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to¬ 
day  to  pay  well-deserved  tribute  to  sever¬ 
al  of  my  distinguished  colleagues  for  a 
job  eminently  well  done.  Too  often,  in  the 
press  of  Senate  business,  we  are  inclined 
to  pass  over  accomplishments  and  to 
stress  deficiencies  or  mistakes.  It  is  a 
real  personal  pleasure  and  privilege  for 
me  to  reverse  the  usual  order. 

I  have  in  mind  the  report  made  to  the 
Senate  on  Tuesday  by  the  very  able  senior 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  in  his  capacity  as  chairman  of  the 
Interstate  and  Poreign  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee,  on  the  matter  of  maritime  train¬ 
ing  and  education  in  the  United  States. 

The  report  covers  a  5 -month  study  by 
a  subcommittee  consisting  of  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  and 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Payne],  during  which  hear¬ 
ings  wfere  held  at  the  California  Mari- 
vtime  Academy  by  the  Senator  from 
Washington  and  at  the  Kings  Point 
Academy  and  the  Maine,  Massachusetts 
ancK  New  York  Maritime  Academies,  )fy 
the  ^nator  from  Maine. 

Thereat  mass  of  factual  mat^  de- 
velopecf\during  the  investigations,  and 
through  Questionnaires  directs  to  all 
phases  of  the  maritime  indusw.  and  the 
findings  anaxonclusions  of^e  subcom¬ 
mittee,  combine  to  afford  >ttie  Congress 
and  the  respcmsible  Govin-nment  agen¬ 
cies,  for  the  firspfime,  ^Aoroughly  com¬ 
prehensive  and  ^thontative  picture  of 
conditions  and  neefls^n  the  field  of  mari¬ 
time  training  andy&ucation.  The  lack 
of  such  authorit^ve  >iata,  I  need  hardly 
recall,  has  beenr  responsible  for  a  great 
deal  of  conf^ion  andNuncertainty  in 
Governmenyuecisions  in^cent  years. 

This  r^ort,  with  itX  well-docu¬ 
mented  inclusions  and  r^mmenda- 
tions,  iould  be  exceedinglyQelpful  to 
Senai's  in  our  coming  consideimtion  of 
H.  i  6043,  to  authorize  permarent  es- 
taiishment  of  the  United  States^er- 
fant  Marine  Academy  at  Kings  Pmnt. 
’he  subcommittee  report  stresses  \he 
need  for  continuation  of  this  acadei 
on  a  permanent  basis.  It  also  makeJ 
clear  that  the  four  State  maritime  acad¬ 
emies  in  California,  Maine,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  and  New  York  are  fulfilling  most 
successfully  their  function  of  educating 
ofllcers  fully  qualified  to  carry  on  the 
duties  and  tradition  of  our  merchant 
marine,  and  calls  for  an  assurance  of  a 
continuation  of  Pederal  financial  sup¬ 
port  to  these  splendid  academies. 

I  heartily  congratulate  and  commend 
both  the  Senator  from  Washington  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  for  their  un¬ 
tiring  and  outstanding  efforts  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  mandate  of  the  Senate  as 
expressed  in  Senate  Resolution  35,  of  the 
1955  session.  I  feel  it  proper  also  to  add 
a  word  of  commendation  for  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  staff  who 
worked  so  diligently. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks  there  be  inserted 
In  the  Record  the  letter  I  addressed  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington  on  No¬ 
vember  22,  urging  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  to  make  the  BUngs  Point 
Academy  permanent,  and  pointing  out 
the  equal  importance  of  continuing  Fed¬ 


eral  support  to  the  four  State  maritijife 
academies. 

There  being  no  objection,  theKtter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  JKecord, 
as  follows: 

Novembei^2,  1955. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Interstate  and  foreign  Com¬ 
merce  Committee, 

United  States  Sen/Cte, 

Was'Mngton,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Knowing  that  you  arc  in 
the  process  of  conducting  the  study  concern¬ 
ing  our  maritime  tMrtning  program,  as  au¬ 
thorized  and  contejnplated  by  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  35  of  the  8]nh  Congress,  1st  session,  I 
should  like  to  t^e  this  opportunity  to  make 
my  views  knoym  for  the  record. 

Turning  to  the  question  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  newlwllcensed  officers  needed  each  year 
to  man  our  American-flag  merchant  vessels,  I 
am  of  me  opinion  that  in  peacetime  the 
Indust^  requires  and  can  absorb  between 
l.OOOjftnd  1,600  freshly  commissioned  officers 
annnally.  This  estimate  is  based  upon  2 
fetors:  Plrst,  a  rule  of  thumb  that  there  is 
pproximately  10-percent  attrition  of  11- 
wtensed  personnel  each  year;  and.  second, 
that  the  consensus  of  industry  represent¬ 
atives  and  the  authorities  in  the  Maritime 
Administration  reflects  an  Informed  view 
that  1,000  to  1,500  new  officers  are  required 
annually. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  next  matter  of 
critical  slgnlflcance  is  the  question  of  the 
number  of  new  officers  being  licensed  annu¬ 
ally.  As  I  understand  it,  the  4  State  mari¬ 
time  academies  and  the  United  States 
Merchant  Marine  Academy  at  Kings  Point  are 
presently  graduating  approximately  450  to 
600  graduates  yearly.  I  am  further  advised 
that  in  1954,  and  in  1955  to  date,  less  than 
300  new  licenses  per  annum  have  been  issued 
by  the  Coast  Guard  to  men  “up  from  the 
hawseplpe.”  Therefore  it  would  appear  to 
follow  that  our  present  annual  needs  are  not 
being  met,  let  alone  exceeded  by  the  two  tra¬ 
ditional  sources  of  officer  personnel. 

As  to  the  cost  of  our  maritime  training 
program,  it  is  my  Information  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  spending  approximately 
$2,660,000  annually  to  maintain  Kings  Point 
and  to  participate  as  we  are  doing  with  the 
States  of  California,  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
and  New  York  in  the  operation  of  their  mari¬ 
time  academies.  I  am  further  Informed  that 
of  this  figure  approximately  $2  million  are 
being  allocated  to  Kings  Point  and  $660,000 
are  being  allocated  to  the  4  State  institutions. 

While  it  is  difficult  to  rationalize  how  any- 
^one  with  an  appreciation  of  our  critical 
jeed  for  a  well  manned  privately  owned 
erchant  marine  flying  the  American  flag 
caQ  question  the  wisdom  of  spending  ap- 
prox^ately  $21/4  million  on  this  officer-train¬ 
ing  ptogram,  I  want  the  record  to  show  that 
in  my  Opinion  this  is  a  very  small  expenditure 
in  relarton  to  the  value  received  by  the 
United  sQtes.  Indeed,  while  I  feel  that  we 
should  alwys  try  to  Improve  our  standard 
of  past  performance  in  the  field  of  maritime 
officer  training,  I  am  convinced  that  any 
attempts  to  e&nomize  further  by  reducing 
our  appropriation^  to  these  five  schools  would 
be  “penny  wise  Qd  pound  foolish”  in  the 
extreme. 

This  brings  me  to^iUie  question  of  whether 
or  not  the  graduates  V  Kings  Point  and  the 
four  State  maritime  an^emles  are  repaying 
to  the  Pederal  Government  the  moral  obliga¬ 
tion  they  have  Incurredyjy  accepting  the 
benefit  of  the  Federal  ex^ndltures  which 
have  contributed  to  their  eoucatlon.  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  have  in  ample  me^ure,  and  for 
the  following  reasons :  Contrarit  to  the  ru¬ 
mor  that  most  of  -fche  academy  gi^uates  take 
their  degrees  and  head  inland  fo\lucratlve 
shore  Jobs,  I  understand  that  theQvldenco 
presented  to  your  committee  to  date  Iwlcates 
that  the  great  majority  of  the  graduates  of 
all  five  schools  promptly  obtain  emploj^ent 
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fhis  situation  until  the  present  adminis- 
Ijation  came  into  office.  Since  1953,  the 
B^eau  of  the  Budget,  the  Department 
of  Defense,  and  all  Government  agencies 
have^aged  an  aggressive  campaign  to 
stamp\ut  this  type  of  activity.  Much 
progressNhas  already  been  made.  Much 
must  yetiM  done.  But  the  important 
fact  is  thaci^e  are  getting  action  now 
and  not  jusrvwords.  The  net  effect  of 
such  a  campaiNj  is  to  benefit  small  firms 
because  many  >Df  the  activities  lend 
themselves  to  tft^  operations  of  the 
smaller  firm. 

V.  TAX  Ito,IEF 

Another  area  in  whi^  the  present  ad¬ 
ministration  has  taken  ^tion  to  benefit 
the  small  firm  is  the  are^of  tax  relief. 
During  the  83d  CongressA^he  Senate 
Small  Business  Committee  is^ed  Senate 
Report  442  entitled  “Tax  Pi^lems  of 
Small  Business.”  Five  concret^’ecom- 
mendations  were  made  by  the  committee 
which  were  designed  to  alleviat^the 
heavy  tax  burden  of  the  small  business 
concern.  Since  the  Republican  adminis¬ 
tration  came  into  power  in  1953,  three  o: 
these  recommendations  were  carried  out. 
In  addition,  much  progress  has  been 
made  in  a  fourth  recommendation.  So, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  the  administration 
has  taken  affirmative  action  on  4  out  of 
5  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Small 
Business  Committee.  I  might  add  that 
the  report  of  the  committee  was  a 
unanimous  report,  with  no  dissents  from 
either  Republican  or  Democrat  members. 
This,  again,  demonstrates  the  sincerity 
of  the  President  and  the  administration 
in  their  efforts  to  stimulate  the  growth 
of  our  small  business  population. 

I  may  say  that  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  the  present 
chairman  of  the  Small  Business  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  84th  Congress  and  I,  who 
served  as  chairman  in  the  83d  Congress, 
have  held  many  hearings  on  tax  matters 
in  an  effort  to  get  recommendations  from 
small-business  men  on  their  tax  prob¬ 
lems.  We  made  those  recommendations 
known  to  the  tax-writing  committees 
in  our  determination  and  in  the  hope 
that  we  could  be  of  service  to  small 
business  man  and  make  certain  that 
had  an  opportunity  to  siuwive  in 
complex  economic  system. 

The  latest  statistics  from  thi 
terly  report  of  the  Securities  /fhd  Ex 
change  Commission  and  th/p  Federal 
Trade  Commission  show  th^ this  effort 
is  paying  dividends.  Theifnird  quarter 
report  of  1955  shows  th|<t:  Net  profits 
after  taxes,  as  a  peromt  of  sales  for 
manufacturers  with  a^ets  under  $250,- 
000,  increased  fromA.l  percent  in  the 
second  quarter  to^  percent  in  the  third 
quarter.  Durin&^e  same  reporting  pe¬ 
riod,  the  profi^ of  the  largest  corpora¬ 
tions,  those  ^ith  assets  of  more  than 
$100  millioof  declined  slightly  from  7.4 
percent  in^he  second  quarter  to  7.1  per¬ 
cent  in ^e  third  quarter.  Based  upon 
an  aniyml  rate  of  profit  on  stockholders’ 
after  taxes,  the  smallest  group 
of  o6mpanies’  profit  increased  from  5.3 
^0.4  percent,  while  the  profit  of  the 
Irge  companies  declined  from  15  to  13.5 
^percent  during  the  same  period. 

I  have  just  been  able  to  touch  the  high 
spots  in  the  Eisenhower  administration’s 
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effort  in  behalf  of  small  business. 
There  are  many  other  areas  which  could 
be  mentioned,  and  much  more  could  be 
said  about  the  subjects  which  we  have 
considered. 

This  is  not  intended  to  be  a  smug  and 
self-satisfied  approach.  There  are  im¬ 
perfections  in  many  areas,  and  there 
always  will  be  no  matter  which  political 
party  is  in  power.  But  a  true  reading 
of  the  facts  will  show  that  the  Republi¬ 
can  administration  is  aware  of  the  need 
to  maintain  and  stimulate  the  growth  of 
the  small-business  economy  of  this  Na¬ 
tion.  It  is  taking  decisive  action  in  the 
three  major  fields  of  antitrust  enforce¬ 
ment,  the  activities  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration,  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  procurement  programs. 

Small  business  asks  no  special  favors. 
It  only  asks  that  it  be  allowed  to  grow 
in  an  atmosphere  of  a  free  economy  with 
open  and  fair  competition  available  to 
all,  whether  it  be  large  or  small.  History 
has  shown  that  if  that  atmosphere  pre¬ 
vails,  we  shall  always  be  the  recipients 
of  the  courage,  ingenuity,  and  resource 
fulness  of  small  firms. 

The  American  public  has  the  hab^of 
d^anding  the  facts  before  judg^nts 
areScast.  In  this  case,  I  am  cotmdent 
that  ihe  facts  will  rebut  the  idle^onten- 
tions  tSat  the  Republican  admi^stration 
is  not  ^ncerned  with  sm^i  business. 
The  facts^emonstrate  thajr  small  busi¬ 
ness  is  a  piu’tner  in  our  j^mprecedented 
peacetime  prosperity. 

Mr.  Preside!^  I  yie^  the  floor. 

EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll.  • 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Lawrence 
Myers,  Director  of  the  Sugar  Division  of 
the  Commodity  Stabilization  Service,  be 
permitted  to  have  the  privilege  of  the 
floor  during  the  debate  on  the  sugar 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
before  us  House  bill  7030  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  which  is  known  as  the  sugar 
bill. 

Before  proceeding,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  the  following 
change  made  at  the  desk  to  correct  a 
printing  error: 

On  page  19,  line  25,  after  the  word 
“quota”,  insert  the  lyord  “or.” 

I  ask  that  the  clerk  read  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  that  it  be  adopted. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  19, 
line  25,  after  the  word  “quota”,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  insert  the  word  “or.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  the  sugar 
market  of  the  United  States  is  by  far 
the  largest  in  the  world.  It  is  getting 
larger  each  year;  in  fact  the  most  con¬ 
servative  estimates  indicate  that  within 
the  next  4  years  the  demand  for  sugar 
in  the  United  States  will  increase  by  con¬ 
siderably  more  than  a  half-million  tons. 
The  per  capita  consumption  in  the 
United  States  is  enormous  compared  with 
that  of  other  countries. 

Nevertheless,  the  potential  production 
of  sugar  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  and 
the  Philippines  far  exceeds  the  demand, 
and  serious  surpluses  have  existed  and 
may  again  demoralize  the  industry  unless 
some  form  of  agreement  and  regulation 
is  continued. 

The  bill  which  is  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  H.  R.  7030,  extends  for  a  pei’iod  of 
6  years  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
and  extended  in  1951,  with  certain  ad¬ 
justments  in  quotas  and  with  other 
amendments.  The  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Finance  Committee  adjusts  the  quotas 
allocated  to  the  supplying  countries  and 
grants  to  producers  in  the  United  States 
a  share  in  the  growth  of  the  United 
States  sugar  market  which  they  do  not 
now  have,  but  which  they  did  have  prior 
to  1948. 

The  bill  also  extends  until  June  30, 
1963,  the  excise  tax  on  sugar  in  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Code.  The  revenues  from 
this  tax  have  been,  and  should  continue 
to  be,  more  than  sufficient  to  replace  the 
costs  to  the  Government  under  the  Sugar 
Act. 

A  very  thorough  report  on  the  bill  has 
been  printed  and  is  in  the  hands  of  Sen¬ 
ators,  and  I  shall  not  burden  the  Record 
with  a  repetition  of  the  details  of  that 
rep>ort. 

The  preamble  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
states  the  purpose  of  the  act,  namely, 
“to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  with  the  Territories  and  posses¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States,  and  with  for¬ 
eign  countries;  to  protect  the  welfare  of 
consumers  of  sugars  and  of  those  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing 
industry;  to  promote  the  export  trade 
of  the  United  States;  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  act  of  1948  superseded  the  1937  act 
and  extended  the  sugar  program  through 
December  31, 1952.  The  principal  change 
made  then  was  in  the  method  of  estab¬ 
lishing  quotas.  It  was  known  at  that 
time  that  the  Philippines  would  have 
large  sugar  deficits  for  several  years  fol¬ 
lowing  the  war,  whereas  Cuba  was  in  a 
position  to  supply  large  amounts.  ’The 
United  States  has  asked  Cuba  to  increase 
very  substantially  its  sugar  production 
dui-ing  the  World  War  II  emergency,  and 
that  country  had  responded  generously. 

For  these  reasons,  and  because  too 
sudden  a  cutback  in  Cuban  production 
following  the  war  would  have  had  seri¬ 
ous  effects,  almost  all  the  benefit  of  sup¬ 
plying  increases  in  United  States  con- 
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sumption  was  given  to  Cuba  for  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  the  act  of  1948. 

In  1951  the  Sugar  Act  was  extended 
from  January  1, 1953,  through  December 
31,  1956.  Again  the  principal  changes 
concerned  the  allocation  of  quotas.  Cuba 
was  granted  96  percent  of  the  increase  in 
United  States  consumption,  and  that 
share  will  continue  to  exist  until  De¬ 
cember  31  of  this  year,  or  until  some 
superseding  act  is  put  into  effect.  The 
same  situation  applies  to  the  flat  increase 
of  170,000  tons  granted  to  Puerto  Rico. 

The  bill  H.  R.  7030,  as  it  came  from  the 
House,  would  have  reduced  Cuba’s  share 
in  the  increased  demand  fi'om  the  pres¬ 
ent  96  percent  to  25  percent.  One  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  Finance  Committee  would 
have  raised  the  Cuban  share  to  27  per¬ 
cent.  However,  the  Committee  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote  felt  that  this  was  too  sharp  a 
cutback,  even  though  Cuba  may  have 
been  forewarned  that  the  96  percent 
share  would  not  be  theirs  indefinitely. 
The  committee  therefore  raised  the 
Cuban  share  in  future  growth  to  33.8 
percent. 

Mexico,  under  the  present  law,  benefits 
by  about  four-tenths  of  1  percent  of 
the  growth  in  the  United  States  market. 
According  to  the  testimony,  that  country 
is  one  of  our  best  customers,  and  it  has 
a  large  sugar-growing  potential.  The 
House  bill  would  have  granted  Mexico 
a  share  of  about  5  percent.  One  of  the 
proposals  in  the  Finance  Committee  was 
that  Mexico  be  given  a  share  of  1.9  per¬ 
cent,  but  a  majority  of  the  committee 
felt  that  a  share  of  4  percent  was  more 
realistic,  and  the  bill  as  reported  there¬ 
fore  grants  a  share  of  4  percent  to 
Mexico. 

Other  countries  also  have  received 
substantial  increases  in  shares  of  in¬ 
creased  consumption  demand.  Under 
the  present  law  Peru  gets  only  1.9  per¬ 
cent  of  the  growth  of  the  United  States 
sugar  market.  The  committee  proposes 
that  Peru’s  share  be  increased  to  4  per¬ 
cent,  more  than  double  what  Peru  now 
has.  The  bill  would  also  increase  the 
share  of  the  Dominican  Republic  from 
1  pei'cent  to  2  percent;  and  the  share  of 
the  other  group  of  supplying  coimtries 
Is  increased  from  seven-tenths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  to  1.2  percent. 

Although  these  percentages  do  not 
seem  large  in  themselves,  they  are  sub¬ 
stantial  in  tons  of  sugar  and  are  of  con¬ 
siderable  importance  to  the  countries 
concerned. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that 
the  passage  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7030  as 
reported  by  the  Finance  Committee 
would  not  cut  back  the  production  of 
sugar  in  Cuba  or  in  any  other  coimtry. 
No  producer  will  be  required  to  curtail 
output  or  to  reduce  acreage  in  order  to 
conform  to  the  new  arrangements  im- 
der  this  bill.  On  the  contrary,  every 
country  involved  will  be  entitled  to  con¬ 
tinue  its  present  production  level,  and 
it  can  expand  production  each  year  as 
the  consumption  increases  in  the  United 
States.  If  the  present  rate  of  consump¬ 
tion  increase  continues,  and  the  experts 
seem  to  agree  that  it  will,  producers  wll 
need  to  supply  more  than  a  half  million 
more  tons  of  sugar  to  the  United  States 
in  the  year  1960  than  in  the  year  that 


has  just  passed.  This  increase  will  be 
shared  by  growers  both  in  this  country 
and  elsewhere. 

This  brings  me  to  what  some  persons 
consider  to  be  the  most  important  fea¬ 
ture  of  the  bill,  namely,  the  provision 
which  restores  to  domestic  cane  and  beet 
sugar  growers  the  right  to  participate 
in  the  supplying  of  the  increase  in  the 
domestic  demand  for  sugar.  Prior  to  the 
1948  act  domestic  producers  were  sup¬ 
plying  slightly  more  than  55  percent  of 
the  domestic  market.  Under  the  1948 
act,  as  well  as  under  the  1951  extension, 
domestic  producers  had  no  share  at  all 
in  supplying  the  increases  in  domestic 
consumption.  Since  1948  they  have  been 
producing  on  the  basis  of  fixed  and  rigid 
quotas. 

Actually,  the  acreage  devoted  to  the 
production  of  cane  and  beet  sugar  in 
the  United  States  has  been  sharply  re¬ 
duced,  as  required  by  law,  because  as 
improved  strains,  better  production 
methods,  and  the  use  of  fertilizers  have 
developed,  it  has  been  possible  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  quotas  on  smaller  and  smaller 
acreages.  Therefore  the  law  forced 
substantial  cuts  in  acreages  to  prevent 
the  production  in  tons  of  sugar  from 
exceeding  the  quotas. 

The  House  bill  proposed  that  domestic 
growers  be  permitted  to  supply  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  consumption  growth,  with 
foreign  suppliers  to  furnish  the  other 
50  percent.  After  much  study  and  many 
conferences  with  those  concerned,  the 
members  of  the  committee  worked  out 
the  formula  of  55  perognt  for  domestic 
growers  and  45  percent  for  others. 
Largely  because  this  restored  the  rela¬ 
tionship  which  existed  prior  to  the  1948 
act,  but  also  for  other  reasons,  these  j 
respective  shares  were  looked  upon  as  i 
the  most  equitable  which  could  be  at-  ‘ 
tained,  and  they  were  adopted  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  committee. 

The  distribution  of  the  increase  in  do¬ 
mestic  participation  has  also  been  the 
subject  of  many  conferences  and  serious 
study. 

The  problem  of  distribution  among 
domestic  producing  areas  has  been  set¬ 
tled  by  almost  complete  agreement.  Not 
every  beet  grower  is  completely  satisfied, 
and  some  producers  of  sugarcane  may 
feel  that  more  should  be  allocated  to 
them,  but  there  seems  to  be  general 
agreement  among  domestic  producers. 

The  Finance  Committee  took  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  testimony  and  heard 
represenatives  of  foreign  producers  as 
well  as  those  representing  domestic  in¬ 
terests.  The  bill  before  the  Senate  is, 
in  the  committee’s  considered  judgment, 
a  fair  and  equitable  compromise,  and  I 
hope  that  the  Senate  will  accept  it. 

Before  I  conclude,  there  is  one  thing 
I  wish  to  emphasize  and  to  make  per¬ 
fectly  clear.  It  is  not  intended  that  any¬ 
thing  in  the  bill  will  cause  any  increase 
in  the  price  of  sugar.  It  certainly  is  not 
my  intention  in  supporting  the  bill  that 
the  consumers  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  should  have  to  pay  increased 
prices  because  of  increased  allocations 
to  domestic  sugar  growers  by  reason  of 
the  measure. 

'This  is  one  thing  of  which  I  wanted 
to  make  certain  during  the  hearings,  as 


is  borne  out  by  the  following  discussion 
which  I  had  with  the  Honorable  True 
D.  Morse,  Under  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  'The  first  question  I  asked  of  Mr. 
Morse  after  he  had  concluded  his  direct 
statement,  and  I  quote  from  page  74  of 
the  hearings,  was: 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Morse,  in  your  opinion, 
would  the  statute  have  the  effect  of  increas¬ 
ing  the  price  of  sugar? 

Mr.  Morse.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  have  been  told  by  users 
that  they  think  it  would  increase  the  price 
by  about  1  cent;  is  that  correct,  in  your 
opinion? 

Mr.  Morse.  That  is  not  my  understanding, 
sir. 

The  Chairman.  Now  would  there  be  the 
same  amount  of  sugar  available? 

Mr.  Morse.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  amount  would  be 
sufficient;  I  mean  there  would  be  sufficient 
sugar  available  for  the  needs  of  the  country? 

Mr.  Morse.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  announced 
a  consumption  figure  of  8,350,000  to  start  the 
year  and,  as  is  customary,  as  requirements 
begin  to  grow  beyond  that,  there  would  be 
additions  to  this  consumption  estimate. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  is  not  a  possibility, 
in  your  opinion  that  the  price  of  sugar  will 
be  increased  to  the  Industrial  users,  or  con¬ 
sumers,  anywhere  along  the  line? 

Mr.  Morse.  That  is  my  understanding,  and 
it  is  in  keeping  with  the  administration  of 
the  act  in  the  Department. 

This  establishes  the  clear  intent  of  the 
Department  of  Agricultiure  to  administer 
the  law  if  the  bill  be  passed  so  that  price 
increases  will  not  result. 
f  So  that  my  position  in  this  matter  will 
be  perfectly  clear,  I  serve  notice  that  I 
shall  press  for  an  investigation  into  the 
matter,  if  price  increases  should  grow 
out  of  the  passage  of  the  bill.  The  pre¬ 
amble  to  the  Sugar  Act  itself  states  that 
one  of  its  prime  purposes  is,  “to  protect 
the  welfare  of  consumers  of  sugar,’’  and 
it  is  my  intention  to  make  certain  that 
the  purpose  of  the  act  is  not  overlooked 
in  its  administration. 

1  hope  the  Senate  will  adopt  the  bill  as 
reported. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  First,  I  wish  to  com¬ 
pliment  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia,  for  the  very  clear  statement  he 
has  made,  and  for  his  comprehensive 
outline  of  the  reasons  why  the  bill  is 
necessary. 

Is  it  not  true  that  in  the  early  part  of 
this  year  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  offered 
to  the  committee  an  amendment  which 
was  intended  to  take  the  place  of  the  bill 
which  the  committee  first  reported  to  the 
Senate  in  the  closing  days  of  the  last 
session? 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Are  we  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Bennett  amendment  was 
very  similar  to  the  pending  bill  with  this 
one  exception:  a  change  was  made  in  the 
allocation  among  offshore  producers  of 
the  45-percent  annual  increase  in  Amer¬ 
ican  consumption? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  think  that  is  correct. 
There  is  another  amendment,  however, 
offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Pior- 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers]. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  coming  to  that. 
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It  is  my  understanding  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Utah  tMr.  Bennett],  allocated  the 
45  percent  by  giving  Cuba  60  percent  of 
the  45  percent,  or  27  percent  of  the  to¬ 
tal  allotment  of  the  extra  sugar. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  notice  in  the  bill 
that  Cuba,  instead  of  receiving  60  per¬ 
cent,  is  given  almost  75  percent  of  the 
45  percent.  Was  that  incorporated  by 
virtue  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr, 
Smathers]  ? 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  was  changed  in  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  notice  also,  ac¬ 
cording  to  page  6  of  the  hearings,  that  a 
formula  was  decided  upon  as  to  how  the 
remainder  of  the  45  percent  should  be 
distributed  among  the  other  countries 
which  can  supply  sugar  in  our  market. 
I  wonder  if  we  could  have  printed  in  the 


Record,  if  the  Senator  has  it  available, 
the  extent  to  which  the  formula  which 
is  written  in  the  bill  differs  from  that 
formula  which  was  proposed  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  bill  and  in  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  information  will  be 
supplied  and  will  be  incorporated  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reason  I  am 
asking  for  this  information  is  that  it  was 
my  understanding  that  the  bill,  that  is, 
the  amendment  which  was  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
was  one  which  had  been  agreed  upon  by 
the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  State. 
Interior,  and,  in  fact,  every  interested 
department  of  our  Government.  Am  I 
correct? 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  indicated,  the 
only  change  which  was  made  was  that 
suggested  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers], 
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Mr.  BYRD.  As  I  recall,  that  was  no 
agreed  to  by  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  imderstand  that, 
and  that  is  why  I  have  asked  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  to  place  in  the  Record 
the  variation  in  the  allocation  of  the 
45  percent,  as  between  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  what  the  original  amendment  pro¬ 
posed. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  that  informa¬ 
tion  which  will  be  supplied  may  be  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  now  have  the  information 
requested  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana,  and  I  ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  table  is  as  follows : 


Comparison  of  quotas  under  present  legislation,  House  passed  hill  and  Senate  Finance  Committee  MU  - 


[1,000  short  tons  raw  value] 


Beet 

Mainland 

cane 

Hawaii 

Puerto 

Rico 

Virgin 

Islands 

Total 

domestic 

Philip¬ 

pines 

Cuba 

Peru 

Mexico 

Dominican 

Republic 

Other  full 
duty 

Total 

foreign 

1936: 

1,800 

1,  842 
1,853 

500 

1,052 
1, 052 
1,062 

1,080 

12 

4,444 

980 

2,987 

58 

13 

31 

22 

4,091 

639 

1,090 

14 

4,537 

980 

2,  898 
2, 889 

56 

12 

30 

22 

3, 998 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

649 

1,080 

12 

4,546 

980 

56 

12 

30 

22 

3,989 

1957: 

1Q48ftr:t.  .. 

1,800 

1,869 

500 

1, 052 

1,080 

12 

4,444 

980 

3,116 

61 

13 

32 

24 

4,226 

547 

1,068 

1, 106 

14 

4,604 

4,620 

980 

2,911 

67 

32 

58 

28 

4, 066 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

1, 885 

680 

1,052 

1,091 

12 

980 

2,917 

63 

24 

36 

30 

4,050 

1958: 

1,800 
1,  897 
1, 910 

600 

1,052 

1,080 

12 

4,444 

980 

3,246 

63 

14 

34 

24 

4, 361 

656 

1,083 

1, 122 

14 

4,672 

4,694 

980 

2,934 

72 

40 

74 

33 

4,133 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

688 

1,  066 

1, 116 

15 

980 

2,963 

66 

37 

36 

29 

4,111 

1959: 

1,800 

1,924 

1,941 

500 

1,052 

1,080 

12 

4,444 

980 

3,375 

66 

14 

35 

26 

4,496 

564 

1,099 

1,138 

14 

4,739 

980 

2,  956 

88 

49 

90 

38 

4,201 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 
'i960: 

697 

1,083 

1, 132 

16 

4,769 

980 

3,008 

72 

42 

39 

30 

4, 171 

1,800 

600 

1,052 

1, 080 

12 

4,  444 

980 

3,505 

68 

15 

36 

27 

4,  631 

1,951 

572 

1,115 

1, 155 

14 

4,807 

980 

2,978 

103 

57 

106 

44 

4,268 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

1,971 

606 

1, 100 

1, 150 

16 

4,843 

980 

3,054 

77 

47 

42 

32 

4,  232 

1901; 

1,800 

500 

1, 052 

1,080 

12 

4,444 

980 

3,634 

71 

16 

38 

27 

4, 766 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

2,001 

616 

1,117 

1, 167 

16 

4,917 

980 

3, 100 

82 

53 

45 

33 

4,293 

1902: 

1,800 

500 

1, 052 

1, 080 

12 

4,444 

980 

3, 764 

73 

16 

39 

29 

4,  901 

Senate  Finance  Committee. 

2,031 

625 

1, 134 

1, 185 

16 

4,991 

980 

3,145 

88 

68 

1  Assumed  requirements;  1956,  8,535;  1957,  8,670;  1958,  8,805;  1959,  8,940;  1960,  9,075;  1961,  9,210,  1962,  9,345, 
>  House  bill  extends  only  through  1960. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO  11 
..^CLOCK  A.  M.  TOMORROW 

Mr/'3lMINSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  t&ftvfienator  from  Virginia 
yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texa»^.^  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  S&hatgr 
from  Virginia  may  yield  to  me,  without 
losing  the  floor,  and  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  and  the  announcement  I  am  about 
to  make  will  appear  at  the  conclusion 
of  his  remarks.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pre^ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent-'^tnat 
when  the  Senate  conclude^^ifeSousiness 
today,  it  stand  in  adjpiKflment  until  11 
o’clock  a.  m.  tomprtow. 

The  PMjgZJlNG  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objecjttwrf?^ The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
ordered. 

No.  21 - 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  desire  to  announce  that  certain 
money  resolutions  are  now  being  studied 
by  the  minority  leader.  Several  of  them 
have  been  cleared.  I  have  asked  the 
able  Democratic  whip,  who  will  be  acting 
majority  leader  tomorrow,  since  I  ex- 
^t  to  be  away,  to  confer  further 
uife'siHnority  leader.  If  it  is  agrgeetlSTe 
with  tIih*'S^ator  from  Loujsifllia  [Mr. 
Ellender] ,  whe>-^nowjJH'^e  floor,  the 
resolutions  whic^^ac&e  cleared  will  be 
brought  uiJ^^iefactiou'Sjj^the  Senate 
tomorrj^ 

_ ELLENDER.  Mr.  Presiden^dogs 

_ie  Senator  from  Texas  anticipate  thal 
action  on  the  sugar  bill  will  be  com¬ 
pleted  today?  I  hope  it  will, 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  We  are 
hopeful  action  will  be  completed  by  to¬ 
morrow,  at  least. 

I  should  like  to  say  there  are  three 
resolutions  which  seek  extensions,  and 


which  should  take  very  little  time,  and  I 
should  like  to  see  noncontroversial  rgg 
lutions  cleared,  even  during  thgxJfl^d- 
eration  of  the  unfinished>«gmess,  be¬ 
cause  some  serious^j»r(5Wems  are  in¬ 
volved. 

Mr.  EUBNCeR.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
Sengief'lrom  Texas  that,  as  he  knows. 

l^e  been  very  busy  in  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  now 
hope  to  remain  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  until  the  sugar  bill  is  passed.  That 
will  give  me  very  little  time  to  consider 
any  resolutions.  If  the  Senator  will  bear 
with  me,  so  that  I  may  examine  them,  I 
shall  try  to  do  so  tonight;  but  if  I  can- 
lot,  I  hope  the  Senator  will  be  patient 
wh^.^e  and  let  the  resolutions  go  over 
untiliSjaiftlook  into  them.  I  give  the 
Senator  a^iftismce  that  it  is  my  hope 
that  the  Senate^ea^consider  all  the 
resolutions  before  thenwluj^s. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  T7t»^3raator 
from  Texas  knows  of  no  Member  m 
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^dy  who  is  more  cooperative  than  is  the 
ch^rman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul- 
tui^nd  Forestry,  or  one  who  is  more  in¬ 
terests  in  the  welfare  and  problems  of 
the  N^on.  The  Senator  from  Texas 
does  noRhave  many  things  in  abun¬ 
dance,  bu\he  does  have  abundant  pa¬ 
tience.  I  wl  bear  with  the  Senator 
from  Louisiaim,  even  though  I  expect  to 
be  in  Texas.  iWill  ask  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  toNCOordinate  his  efforts 
with  the  Senator  f^m  Louisiana.  I  am 
sure  that  if  the  rNplutions  cannot  be 
acted  on  promptly,  wK  can  at  least  keep 
the  committees  functioning  until  action 
on  the  resolutions  can  b^onsidered  and 
disposed  of. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  i\what  I  was 
about  to  suggest. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  minor¬ 
ity  leader  has  already  cleared  son^  reso¬ 
lutions  which  are  noncontroversfi^  for 
instance,  two  from  the  Committed  on 
Foreign  Relations.  I  am  sure  that  wl^n 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  sees  the  lis 
he  will  also  clear  them,  and  the  otherJ 
can  be  extended. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  about  Senate  Resolution  197, 
which  is  a  resolution  opposing  the  sale 
of  a  Government-owned  synthetic  rub¬ 
ber  plant  at  Institute,  W.  Va.  Because  of 
an  existing  regulation,  that  resolution 
must  be  acted  upon  before  Saturday.  I 
wondered  if  the  Senate  majority  leader 
had  intended  to  have  the  resolution 
brought  up  tomorrow. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  Of  Texas.  The  major¬ 
ity  leader  hoped  it  could  be.  He  does 
not  want  to  speak  for  his  successor  who 
will  be  acting  majority  leader  tomorrow. 
1  shall  talk  talk  to  him  about  it.  We 
have  previously  discussed  it.  No  an¬ 
nouncement  was  made  that  the  resolu¬ 
tion  referred  to  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  would  be  taken  up..  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  desires  to  cooperate 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee.  I  shall  talk  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Clements] 
about  it. 

If  we  can  get  the  bill  of  the  Senatm 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  passed  we  slwrfl 
have  plenty  of  time  to  consider  all/uie 
other  matters  I  have  mentioned.  JHow- 
ever,  we  have  a  firm  agreemenc  that 
there  will  be  no  rollcalls  after  Wednes¬ 
day  evening  until  the  followiny^ednes- 
day,  because  of  engagements  made  for 
Lincoln  Day  speeches. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Tlyft  is  what  dis¬ 
turbed  me.  I  have  noW,rticular  inter¬ 
est  in  the  resolution,  except  the  responsi¬ 
bility  to  see  that  somsthing  is  done  about 
it. 

Mr.  JOHNSOl^f  Texas.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  is  not  successful  in 
getting  the  su^r  bill  acted  on  today,  it 
will  not  be  in/Keeping  with  his  usual  rec¬ 
ord.  He  hW  the  excellent  record  of  say¬ 
ing  less  afid  having  more  bills  passed 
than  other  Member  of  the  Senate. 
He  is  ^ery  effective  chairman  of  a  com- 
mitt^  I  hope  that  before  the  day  is 
ovejn,he  sugar  bill  will  have  b^n  passed 
aM  sent  to  conference.  If  that  is  done, 
fere  will  be  ample  time  to  consider  the 


resolution  concerning  the  rubber  plant, 
as  well  as  other  measures. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  may  as 
well  announce  what  the  other  measui'es 
are.  They  comprise : 

Calendar  No.  1458,  H.  R.  7156,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain  land 
of  the  United  States  to  the  Board  of 
County  Commissioners  of  Lee  County, 
Fla. 

Calendar  No.  1210,  H.  R.  2889,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain  land 
in  Necedah,  Wis.,  to  the  village  of  Nece- 
dah. 

Calendar  No.  1296,  H.  R.  6857,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  to  convey  cer¬ 
tain  land  to  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  Wis, 

Calendar  No.  1486,  Senate  Resolution 
197,  to  oppose  the  sale  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  synthetic  rubber  plant  at 
Institute,  W.  Va. 

Calendar  No.  1102,  H.  R.  6043,  to  amend 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936. 


MAINTENANCE  OP  MERCHANT 
MARINE  ACADEMY 

Ir.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  ^si- 
denfsj  should  like  to  ask  the  junimj^n- 
ator^om  Maine  [Mr.  Payne!  if  there 
would  be  any  objection  to  the  comidera- 
tion  of  O^ndar  No.  1102,  H.Il.  6043. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  JOnfeON  of  Tex^  I  made  a 
commitment^  have  the  Jfill  considered. 

Mr.  PresideiHj  I  ask Unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  uruSnishW  business  be  laid 
aside  and  that  theSS^ate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  C^)^dar  No.  1102,  H.  R. 
6043. 

The  PRESIDO^G  OFi^CER.  Is  there 
objection  to  /the  un^imous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  PAYMfe.  Mr.  Presid^t,  reserving 
the  right  fo  object,  and  I  slroll  not  ob¬ 
ject,  I  aflc  unanimous  consenV.  to  have 
include  in  the  Record  at  thisSnoint  a 
statement  which  I  prepared  in  cWmec- 
tiom^ith  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sti 
fent  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tKe 
lECORD,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Payne 

I  should  like  to  state  that  I  am  very  glad 
to  have  an  opportunity  today  to  support 
passage  of  H.  R.  6043,  a  bill  to  give  perma¬ 
nent  status  to  the  United  States  Merchant 
Marine  Academy  at  Kings  Point,  N.  Y.  Last 
fall  I  had  an  opportunity  to  visit  this  fine 
Institution  and  I  was  deeply  impressed  with 
the  work  which  Is  being  carried  on  there. 

For  the  record,  It  should  be  made  abso¬ 
lutely  clear  that  passage  of  H.  R.  6043  cannot 
be  construed  In  any  way  as  prejudicing  the 
status  of  the  four  State  maritime  acad¬ 
emies  In  Maine.  Massachusetts,  New  York, 
and  California.  On  January  31  a  Senate 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  filed  Senate  Report  No.  1465  (84th 
Cong.)  on  merchant  marine  training  and 
education.  That  report  discussed  at  some 
length  the  need  for  continuation  of  the 
maritime  training  programs  at  both  Kings 
Point  and  the  State  academies.  Sections  5 
and  6  of  the  report  discuss  the  status  of 
these  academies  and  the  relations  between 
them  in  some  detail. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  those  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  committee  report  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

I  should  like  to  urge  favorable  action  by 
the  Senate  on  H.  R.  6043. 


The  procedviral  objection  which  I 
to  enable  me  to  make  this  brief  stat 
is  therefore  withdrawn. 

Senate  Report  No.  1465,  84th  yCoNCREss, 
Merchant  Marine  Training  jikd  Educa¬ 
tion 

AID  TO  THE  state  ACADEMIESyfif  CALIFORNIA, 
MAINE,  MASSACHUSETTS,  J^D  NEW  YORK 
SHOULD  BE  CONTINUED  JK  LEAST  AT  THE 
PRESENT  level;  AND  i^^ROPRIATE  LEGISLA¬ 
TION  TO  THAT  END  SHOULD  BE  ENACTED 

The  study  conduct®  in  accordance  with 
Senate  Resolution  >06  reveals  clearly  the 
wisdom  of  contii^ng  Federal  aid  to  the 
State  academles^^Flrst,  our  merchant  fieet 
apparently  nee®  between  1,000  and  1,600 
newly  licensee^ officers  each  year.  Second, 
less  than  fiOf^iew  officers  are  being  graduated 
annually  iyom  Kings  Point  and  the  4  State 
Bcademlear  and  less  than  400  nonacademy 
men  ara^elng  licensed  each  year.  Third, 
the  enUre  maritime  training  program  is  now 
costiog  the  Federal  Government  about  $2,- 
660^0.  Of  that  expense  the  State  acade- 
m^,  now  graduating  more  than  half  of  all 
adeniy-tralned  men,  are  responsible  for 
nly  about  $660,000.  Fourth,  from  the  in¬ 
dustry  replies  to  the  subcommittee  ques¬ 
tionnaire  it  appears  that  while  certain 
steamship  companies  prefer  to  employ  the 
graduates  of  one  maritime  academy  over 
those  of  another,  generally  speaking  they 
rate  graduates  of  all  five  academies  as  excel¬ 
lent  and  on  a  par  with  one  another. 

Until  recent  years  there  was  no  serious 
question  but  that  It  was  advantageous  to 
the  United  States  to  participate  with  the 
States  of  California,  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
and  New  York  In  financing  their  maritime 
academies.  As  pointed  out  in  the  Introduc¬ 
tion  of  this  report  (In  the  section  dealing 
with  the  legislative  background  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  maritime  training  program) ,  since  1874 
the  Federal  Government  has  taken  numer¬ 
ous  legislative  steps  to  encourage  various 
coastal  States  to  train  merchant  marine  per¬ 
sonnel.  However,  not  until  just  before 
World  War  II  was  It  considered  necessary  to 
establish  a  Federal  Academy.  Even  then 
there  was  no  thought  that  the  task  would 
be  taken  over  exclusively  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Indeed,  our  wartime  need  for 
trained  merchant  marine  personnel  was  so 
great  that  Maine  started  its  academy  In 
1941,  after  the  United  States  Merchant 
Marine  Academy  at  Kings  Point  was  already 
In  operation. 

No  one  can  read  the  hearings  upon  which 
this  report  Is  based  without  coming  to  the 
.conclusion  that  the  United  States  is,  and 
111  remain,  deeply  obligated  to  those  four 
Suates  for  the  Invaluable  services  they  have 
rendered  this  country  in  undertaking  the 
burd^i  of  training  merchant  marine  officers. 

Howwer,  commencing  in  1953,  a  series  of 
admlnl^atlve  developments  gave  rise  to 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  It  would  be 
better  for  \he  Federal  Government  to  put 
all  of  its  i^rltlme  training  eggs  In  one 
basket — by  tiding  the  job  of  officer  train¬ 
ing  over  exclusively  to  either  the  Federal 
Academy  at  Kin^  Point  or  the  four  State 
academies.  TheseNdevelopments  have  been 
discussed  prevlousljnat  pages  3-4  of  this  re¬ 
port  and  will  not  belabored  further.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  iX  the  opinion  of  this 
committee  it  is  obviouX  that  not  only  is 
there  need  for  Kings  Pon^  and  the  State 
academies  but  the  UnlteX  States  derives 
great  benefit  from  the  present  dual  system. 
In  the  first  place  it  would  c<^  the  United 
States  considerably  more  than  inis  presently 
spending  to  train  at  Kings  Point  tlifi  number 
of  students  necessary  to  graduateN^proxl- 
■  xnately  600  new  officers  a  year.  \n  the 
second,  this  Nation  benefits  from  conitouc- 
‘f  tive  academic  rivalry  between  the  atete 
academies,  as  a  group,  and  Kings  Po\,t. 
The  excellent  engineering  courses  offered 
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^lie  State  University  of  New  York  Maritime 
^lege,  for  example,  are  bound  to  exert  a 
h^thy  Influence  on  Kings  Point  and  the 
othar  maritime  academies.  Likewise,  the 
excellent  practical , shipboard  training  given 
at  the  flfeine  Maritime  Academy  should  have 
a  simlla^alutary  effect. 

UnfortiJ^ately,  since  1954  when  the  issue 
was  drawn>^at  either  Kings  Point  or  the 
State  acadeimes  had  to  be  dropped  from  the 
maritime  training  program,  the  competition 
betv/een  these  Vhools  often  has  not  been 
constructive  in  nature.  While  regrettable, 
it  is  understandable  because  the  State 
academies  on  one  h^d  and  Kings  Point  on 
the  other  have  felt  th^the  continued  exist¬ 
ence  of  each  dependedVyupon  proving  that 
the  Federal  GovernmeiN  should  abandon 
the  other. 

Another  unfortunate  dev^opment  In  re¬ 
cent  years  has  been  the  admi^tratlon’s  un¬ 
certain  and  wavering  appropr^ions  policy 
concerning  the  State  academieN  The  fact 
that  there  has  been  such  continuing  and 
serious  doubt  as  to  whether  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  ask  for  funds  for  the  Stat?^cade- 
mies  has  made  it  extremely  difflcult  forXhose 
schools  to  maintain  stability  within  Nelr 
faculties  and  student  bodies.  During  ti^ 
hearings  held  at  each  of  the  schools  tin 
predominant  theme'  that  ran  throughout  was' 
that  the  greatest  service  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  could  render  would  be  to  establish 
a  firm  and  reliable  policy  of  continued  finan¬ 
cial  participation  with  the  four  States  in 
question.  The  authorities  at  each  of  these 
schools  and  the  members  of  your  committee 
recognize  the  difficulty  of  committing  the 
Federal  Government  to  any  long-term  pro¬ 
gram  of  financial  participation;  and  yet,  we 
believe  the  problem  can  be  solved. 

Therefore,  in  addition  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Federal  Government  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  aid  the  States  of  California,  Maine, 
Massachusetts,  and  New.  York  in  the 
financing  of  their  maritime  academies.  It  is 
recommended  that  appropriate  legislative 
action  be  taken  to  give  these  States  the  as¬ 
surances  they  request  and  to  which  they  are 
clearly  entitled.  This  is  in  accord  with  the 
following  statement  of  Mr.  Clarence  G. 
Morse,  Maritime  Administrator  (at  p.  415  of 
the  hearings)  : 

“It  is  frustrating  to  us,  as  I  know  it  must 
be  to  the  State  schools,  to  have  this  question 
of  the  continuance  of  appropriations  being 
raised  every  year,  or  every  several  years.  We 
are  very  hopeful  that  not  only  Kings  Point, 
but  the  State  schools  will  be  placed  on  a 
permanent  basis.  We  think  it  is  essential 
that  they  be  so  placed." 

While  your  committee  makes  no  specific 
recommendation  as  to  the  type  of  appr^ 
prlate  legislative  action,  it  Palls  attention' to 
the  fact  that  similar  problems  have  ^een 
solved.  For  an  example,  see  the  y^cent 
amendments  to  the  Federal  Airport  A^  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  211,  84th  Cong.,  approved>(ugust  3, 
1955) ,  the  primary  purpose  of  v^ch  was  to 
give  the  Secretary  of  Commero^  for  use  in 
making  grants  under  the  Hraeral  Airport 
Act,  annual  contract  authorlw  in  the  amount 
of  $63  million  for  each  g?  the  fiscal  years 
1956-59.  Similar  advance  assurances  have 
been  given  States  in  re^nt  years  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Pederal-St^(e  highway  programs. 

Throughout  the  parings  and  during  the 
many  conferences ^'hlch  preceded  and  fol¬ 
lowed  them,  th^^ubcommlttee  noted  that 
the  represent^Kives  of  the  Kings  Point 
Alumni  Association  and  the  Parents  and 
Friends  of  ^ings  Point  uniformly  stated 
they  were favor  of  continued  Federal  aid 
to  the  S^te  academies.  On  numerous  oc- 
casions>fhey  stated  that  once  Kings  Point 
was  aaf^Ged  its  permanent  status  they  would 
acthpffiy  suppwrt  appropriate  legislation  to 
acQiMd  the  State  academies  the  assurances  of 
continued  Federal  aid  to  which  they  are  en- 
ftled. 
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Of  the  many  statements  made  during  the 
hearings  in  support  of  continuing  Federal 
aid  to  the  State  academies  the  following  are 
typical : 

Senator  Irving  M.  Ives  said  (pp.  252-253)  : 

“^rough  my  association  with  both  Insti- 
.tutions  I  have  become  convinced  that  the 
continuance  of  the  State  schools  in  New 
York,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  and  California, 
together  with  the  Kings  Point  Academy,  is 
essential  to  our  country’s  position  as  a  mari¬ 
time  leader,  •  *  • 

“The  complete  picture  of  maritime  train¬ 
ing  must  encompass  the  State  institutions 
as  well  as  the  Kings  Point  Academy.  The 
New  York  State  University  Maritime  College 
is  the  oldest  institution  of  its  kind  in  the 
United  States.  Together  with  the  schools  in 
Maine,  Massachusetts,  and  California,  it  pro¬ 
vides  an  Important  adjunct  to  the  continued 
growth  of  a  vital  arm  of  the  Nation’s  defense. 

“To  curtail  the  Federal  contribution  to  the 
State  schools  would  Injure  a  training  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  maintained  the  highest 
standards  since  1874.” 

Senator  Herbert  H.  Lehman  said  (p.  2,56)  ; 

“I  believe  with  all  my  heart  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  continue  to  assist 
and  support  State  maritime  schools.  There 
is  great  need  for  the  State  schools  and  for 
^heir  further  expansion.  •  ♦  • 

There  is  no  question — there  must  be  nc 
qfiestion — of  deciding  between  the  Kii^ 
Poi)\t  school  and  the  State  schools.  Both/or 
rath^all,  are  greatly  needed,  and  neec^ro  in 
improwd  and  expanded  form.  * 

“I  do  l^t  think  it  is  either  realisti^or  rea¬ 
sonable  suggest  that  the  succ^sful  op¬ 
eration  of^e  one  demands  the  ^Imination 
or  the  weakel^ng  of  the  other.  Jay  own  feel¬ 
ing  is  quite  me  opposite,  "me  four  State 
schools  and  th^Klngs  Polr^ Academy  have 
combined  in  re^nt  year^ to  provide  the 
finest  trained  youW  meyas  officers  for  the 
merchant  marine  oKtl 

Congressman  Franks  E.  Dorn  said  (p. 
270)  : 

“I  would  say  tluit  th> 

Committee  of  thyllouse 
nitely  this  blll.yin  passing  >t,  did  not  aSect 
the  State  intsixutions  whlchN^ey  felt  were 
doing  an  equally  admirable  with  Kings 
Point:  and^at  they  were  puttinkflrst  things 
first,  making  Kings  Point  a  natioml  institu¬ 
tion  an^then  intending  to  turn  tWir  light 
and  their  efforts  on  being  of  assistance  and 
help  j!o  the  State  academies.  They  fertthat 
noting  in  what  they  were  doing  to  laelp 
K^gs  Point  become  a  national  institution 
lould  reflect  in  any  way  on  any  of  tl 
'State  academies. 

“I  am  sure  if  there  was  any  thought  of 
that  In  the  minds  either  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  or  of  anyone  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  it  could  never 
have  passed  unanimously  or  have  been  re¬ 
ported  unanimously.” 

Maritime  Administrator  Clarence  G.  Morse 
said  (p.  410) ; 

“The  splendid  contribution  of  the  State 
academies  to  the  growth  and  development 
of  the  American  merchant  marine  is  likewise 
recognized  by  the  Maritime  Administration. 
Continued  Federal  aid  to  these  State  mari¬ 
time  academies  has  our  wholehearted  sup¬ 
port  and  is  fully  Justified.  This  training  of 
merchant  marine  officers  performed  by  State 
maritime  academies  is  of  special  national  in¬ 
terest  and  is  fully  in  accord  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples  contained  in  the  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  which  recommends  support  by  the 
Federal  Governrrient  ‘to  stimulate  forms  of 
training  especially  Important  to  the  na¬ 
tional  interest.’ 

“Today,  Federal  aid  for  the  State  acad¬ 
emies  is  provided  for  in  the  appropriations, 
and  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Maritime  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  continue  such  aid.” 


Merchant  Marine 
It  that  very  defl- 


THE  kings  point  BILL,  H.  R.  6043,  SHOTTLD  BE> 
PASSED  WITHOUT  AMENDMENT 

Although  on  July  22,  1955,  your  commiyreo 
had  reported  favorably  H.  R.  6043,  in  acctod- 
ance  with  the  broad  mandate  of  Senate^es- 
olutlon  35  it  carefully  reconsidered  vmether 
the  bill  should  be  amended.  In  viev/of  vari¬ 
ous  facts  developed  during  the  co^se  of  the 
study  under  Senate  Resolution  33inow  made 
a  part  of  the  legislative  hlstorwof  H.  R.  6043 
by  this  report,  the  conclusion  was  reached 
that  amendment  of  the  bjjl  is  not  neces¬ 
sary. 

Although  other  questi^s  concerning  the 
Kings  Point  bill  were  /kised,  the  only  two 
which  troubled  your  qi^mmlttee  were  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

(1)  Would  ena(^ent  of  H.  R.  6043,  un¬ 
amended,  be  con^rued  as  a  decision  that 
the  Federal  Goy^nment  intended  to  stop  or 
cut  down  itsyparticlpation  with  California, 
Maine,  Mas^husetts,  and  New  York  in  the 
financing  g^d  running  of  their  State  mari¬ 
time  academies? 

(2)  D^es  H.  R.  6043  contain  provisions 
whiclywlll  give  Kings  Point  competitive  ad- 
vantiJges  over  the  State  maritime  academies? 

a  letter  dated  November  14.  1955  (ap- 
p^dlx  P,  p.  46),  which  he  had  first  cleared 
ith  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Super¬ 
intendent  of  Kings  Point,  Adm.  Gordon 
McLintock,  United  States  Maritime  Service, 
notified  the  subcommittee  that  “as  the 
Academy  Interprets  the  provisions  of  the 
Kings  Point  bill  (H.  R.  6043),  there  Is  no  in¬ 
ference,  direct  or  indirect,  that  the  Federal 
Government  should  alter  its  policy  of  finan¬ 
cial  participation  in  the  operation  of  the 
State  academies  as  this  principle  is  estab¬ 
lished  in  law  and  practice,  past  and  present. 
This  interpretation  is  in  accordance  with  as¬ 
surances  given  us  by  advocates  of  the  bill  In 
conferences  we  have  held.” 

Admiral  McLintock  went  on  to  comment 
upon  how  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would 
fill  the  vacancies  remaining  at  Kings  Point 
after  the  appointments  from  the  allocations 
to  each  State.  He  said: 

“In  the  above-quota  appointments  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  should  in  our  opin¬ 
ion,  be  guided  by  the  principles  upon  which 
the  quota  system  is  established,  and  by  the 
realization  that  the  Federal  Academy  seeks 
Its  student  body  from  all  the  States  and 
the  Territories  and  that  the  State  academies 
necessarily  must  select  nearly  all  their  stu¬ 
dents  from  the  States  in  which  they  are 
located.  (The  letter  is  reprinted  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  as  appendix  P  to  this  report.) " 

Your  committee  concluded  that  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.  R.  6043  unamended  would  not, 
.nd  could  not  reasonably,  be  construed  as 
decision  that  the  Federal  Government  In- 
te^ed  to  stop  or  cut  down  its  participation 
witmthe  four  States.  Not  only  does  the  bill 
mak^mo  mention  of  the  State  academies 
but  tl\  uncontradicted  testimony  of  many 
of  its  acnwcates.  Including  two  of  its  Senate 
sponsors  ^enator  Herbert  H.  Lehman  and 
Senator  IrvWg  M.  Ives)  ,  as  well  as  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  tnta  Maritime  Administrator,  is 
clearly  to  the  effect  that  (1)  the  bill  is  not 
Intended  to  aff^  adversely  the  State  mari¬ 
time  academies,  ^d  (2)  Federal  aid  to  the 
State  academies  sli^uld  be  continued.  (See 
also  appendix  P.) 

As  for  the  question >of  whether  H.  R.  6043 
contains  provisions  whito  would  give  Kings 
Point  competitive  advanf^es  over  the  State 
maritime  academies,  yourVcommittee  con¬ 
cluded  that  it  does  not.  T^  one  provision 
which  caused  most  concern^  this  regard 
is  found  in  section  ( 1 )  of  the  Bill  and  deals 
with  the  manner  by  which  Klng^Point  will 
fill  its  quota  of  students.  Certana  spokes¬ 
men  for  the  State  academies  recoiMiended 
amending  the  bill  in  various  ways  to  prevent 
Kings  Point  from  drawing  its  studenAbody 
so  heavily  from  the  States  having  marlBtoe 
academies  that  those  academies  would  nxd 
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It  di\ult.  and  perhaps  impossible,  to  obtain 
thf  sSand  quality  ol  studenty  body  which 
^hev  However,  In  view  of  assurances 

received  %pm  the  Maritime  Administrator. 

Admiral  M^intocK,  and  others  that  the  pw- 
pose  of  the  is  to  make  Kings  Poi^t  a 
truly  Federal  the  sense  that 

its  Ludent  b^  will  come  from  all  the 
States  and  Terrifies  In  practically  the  same 
ratio  as  exists  inVongress,  the  comniittee 
concluded  there  w\  no  need  for  such  an 
amendment.  In  thlNwnnection  the  follow¬ 
ing  colloquy  between  Itabcommittee  counsel 
and  the  Maritime  Administrator,  found  at 
pa^e  423  of  the  hearings  \ relevant: 

^Mr.  Webstek.  Am  I  cornet  in  assuming 
that  it  is  the  policy  or  the  hooe  of  the  Mari¬ 
time  Administration  that  on^Kings  Point 
is  firmly  established  as  a  perma^nt  institu¬ 
tion,  whether  it  be  1  year,  2  year\or  3  years 
in  the  future— the  students  who  ^me  into 
Kings  Point  will  come  proportiona^y  from 
all  of  the  States  in  the  country? 

“Mr.  Morse.  Yes.  We  are  very  h^ful 
that  it  will  be  accomplished  on  that  B^is 
We  see  no  reason  why  we  can’t  get  studei^s 
from  all  over  the  country  just  like  they 
at  West  Point  or  the  Naval  Academy.” 

Your  committee  recognized  that  it  might 
take  a  short  while  for  Kings  Point’s  student 
body  to  become  truly  representative  of  all  48 
States.  Therefore,  rather  than  further  re¬ 
strict  the  Academy  in  the  manner  of  filling 
its  quota  during  the  first  few  years  of  its 
permanent  status,  reliance  is  placed  upon 
section  (1)  of  the  present  bill  and  the  as¬ 
surances  of  the  Maritime  Administrator  that 
everything  possible  will  be  done  administra¬ 
tively  to  make  the  Kings  Point  student  body 
truly  representative  of  our  Federal  system. 
If  within  the  next  few  years  Kings  Point  has 
not  made  great  strides  in  this  direction,  and 
if  it  is  then  drawing  its  student  body  in  dis¬ 
proportionately  large  numbers  from  the 
States  of  California,  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
or  New  York,  amendment  of  the  bill  would 
probably  be  in  order  to  give  the  State  mari¬ 
time  academies  protection  from  such  unin¬ 
tended  competition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tlie 
clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title,  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
6043)  to  amend  section  216  (b)  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  Act,  1936,  as  amended, 
to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  Academy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  ther 
objection  to  the  present  consideration,^! 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Sl^ate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  P^sident,  un 
der  the  circumstances,  majf%e  not  have 
a  brief  explanation  of  tl^bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Te^s.  Mr.  Pi’esi- 
dent,  as  I  understan^ahe  Senator  from 
Maine  put  into  the  Record  a  statement 
explaining  the  biiy^  The  bill  proposes  to 
make  permanen^he  Merchant  Marine 
Academy.  I  m^e  a  commitment  to  the 
Senator  f roiy  Maine  to  have  the  bill 
considered.y^e  Senator  from  Maine 
does  more/to  help  the  majority  leader 
than  do^  almost  any  other  Member  of 
the  Senate,  in  presiding  over  the  Senate 
and  b4  other  matters,  and  I  wanted  to 
horm  my  commitment  before  I  left. 

Ctorrespondence  between  Senator  Patne 
/and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  dated,  re¬ 
spectively,  December  8,  1955,  and  January  5, 
1956,  concerning,  the  need  for  amendment  of 
H.  R.  6043,  is  set  forth  in  appendix  Q. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6043)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 


February  7 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 
AS  AMENDED 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  thank  my  friend  from  Virginia 
for  yielding  to  me.  I  wish  to  leave  the 
Chamber  now.  I  express  the  hope  that, 
since  the  bill  reported  from  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  a  very  fine  one,  the  Senate  may 
pass  the  bill  as  reported.  In  case  there 
should  be  many  attempts  to  amend  it, 
I  hope  the  junior  Senator  from  Florida 
IMr.  SmathersI,  who  has  taken  such  an 
interest  in  the  proposed  legislation,  has 
made  such  a  major  contribution  to  it, 
and  has  already  written  amendments 
for  it,  will  sit  in  the  watch  tower  and  see 
that  the  bill  which  was  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance  will  remain  prac¬ 
tically  intact,  and  will  not  be  cut  to 
pieces. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  as  amended,  to  House  bill  7030, 
the  sugar  bill.  The  committee  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  complete  substitute  for  the 
text  of  the  bill. 

Under  the  precedents  of  the  Senate,  In 
such  a  case  the  substitute,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  amendment,  is  regarded  as  origi¬ 
nal  text.  Therefore,  any  amendment 
proposed  thereto  is  in  the  first  degree; 
and  amendment  to  such  an  amendment 
is  in  the  second  degree,  and  is  not  open 
to  amendment. 

Any  amendment  to  the  original  text  of 
the  bill,  or  any  amendment  to  such  an 
amendment,  would  have  precedence  over 
the  committee  substitute  or  any  amend¬ 
ment  thereto. 

In  the  event  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  as  amended,  is  agreed  to,  no  fur¬ 
ther  amendment  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  discuss  the  pending  sugar  bill.  Before 
I  make  a  statement  in  my  own  behalf, 
I  am  privileged  to  present  to  the  Senate 
a  statement  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  LMr.  MillikinI,  the  ranking 
Republican  member  of  the  Senate  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee.  His  statement  is  as 
follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Millikin 

Sugar  Is  of  very  great  importance  to  the 
State  of  Colorado.  ’The  interests  of  con¬ 
sumers  as  well  as  those  of  many  growers 
of  sugar  beets  and  operators  of  sugar  fac¬ 
tories  have  been  given  my  close  attention 
for  a  number  of  years.  The  development  of 
the  beet-sugar-  Industry  in  Colorado  and  in 
the  other  States  of  the  Rocky  Mountain 
region  has  had  and  will  have  a  very  close 
relationship  to  the  success  of  many  com¬ 
munities.  Many  a  returned  veteran  and 
other  owners  of  small  farms  have  depended 
on  sugar  beets  for  a  cash  crop,  and  as  sugar- 
beet  acreage  has  had  to  be  reduced,  those 
communities  have  suffered  in  proportion. 
The  contributions  which  the  beet-sugar  In¬ 
dustry  has  made  to  the  stability  of  agricul¬ 


ture  and  to  the  entire  business  life  of  this 
vast  area  of  the  United  States  must  not  be 
overlooked. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  for  many  years 
,to  have  had  a  responsible  part  in  shaping 
our  Nation’s  sugar  legislation.  In  helping 
to  develop  the  present  Sugar  Act  and  the 
various  amendments  to  it,  I  have  always 
recognized  not  only  the  vital  needs  of  the 
sugar-beet  farmer  of  the  West  and  our  other 
sugar-producing  areas,  but  also  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  this  legislation  in  connection  with 
our  relations  with  other  nations.  At  the 
same  time  the  consumer  and  our  obligations 
to  him  stand  as  one  of  our  most  important 
considerations.  In  my  opinion  it  is  generally 
recognized  that  the  Sugar  Act  has  been  emi¬ 
nently  successful  in  achieving  all  its  various 
purposes. 

’The  need  for  amending  the  present  law  in 
order  to  best  carry  out  its  original  Intent 
and  real  purposes  has  been  apparent  to  many 
for  a  considerable  period  of  time.  The  res¬ 
toration  to  American  sugar  producers  of  the 
right  to  share  once  more  in  the  growth  of 
our  own  Nation’s  food  requirements  must 
not  be  delayed.  To  effect  the  needed  changes 
in  the  law,  I  Joined  with  48  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  in  Introducing  an  amendment 
last  year.  This  measure  favorably  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Finance  and  now  be¬ 
fore  us  is  an  outgrowth  of  those  efforts. 

I  want  the  Record  to  show  my  unqualified 
endorsement  of  the  principles  ol  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  favorably 
consider  and  adopt  it.  This  legislation  will 
restore  the  traditional  and  historical  position 
of  the  domestic  producers  in  the  supply  and 
demand  picture,  and  at  the  same  time  the 
consumer  will  be  adequately  protected  price- 
wise  as  well  as  assured  of  a  constant  and 
dependable  supply. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  the 
statement  given  to  me,  to  be  read  in  be¬ 
half  of  my  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  MillikinI. 

Now  I  wish  to  present  my  own  state¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  al¬ 
most  22  years  ago,  in  establishing  a  basic 
national  sugar  policy,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  enacted  a  measure  which 
since  then  has  frequently  been  called  the 
most  successful  farm  legislation  ever 
developed  in  this  country.  In  its  original 
form,  this  legislation  was  known  as  the 
Jones-Costigan  Act.  Today  we  know 
the  revised  version  as  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948. 

Among  the  more  important  factors  in 
the  outstanding  success  of  our  national 
sugar  program  has  been  the  frequency 
of  revision  in  order  to  keep  its  provisions 
harmoniously  attuned  to  changing  con¬ 
ditions  in  the  agriculture  and  commerce 
of  our  Nation.  No  less  than  8  times  since 
enactment  of  the  original  legislation,  on 
May  9,  1934,  has  the  act  been  reviewed, 
pamended,  or  extended  in  bipartisan  ac-  ^ 
'  tion  by  the  Congress.  Because  it  has 
'  kept  pace  with  the  times,  the  Sugar  Act 
has  fulfilled  its  several  objectives  in  re¬ 
markable  fashion,  beneflting  not  only  the 
American  consumers  and  our  domestic 
sugar  producers,  but  also  our  trade  rela¬ 
tions  with  foreign  friends  and  neighbors 
who  participate  in  the  American  sugar 
market. 

Now,  again,  it  becomes  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  of  the  Congress  to  consider  suggested 
revisions  of  the  Sugar  Act,  in  light  of 
events  since  enactment  of  the  1948  law 
and  the  limited  modification  made  5 
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years  ago.  As  we  undertake  this  respon¬ 
sibility  we  encounter  two  primary  ques¬ 
tions  :  First,  in  view  of  all  obtainable  evi¬ 
dence,  is  it  necessary  that  the  law  be 
amended? 

Second,  if  so,  what  changes  are  indi¬ 
cated? 

Evidence  that  the  time  for  revision  of 
the  Sugar  Act  has  come  is  unmistakable 
and  undeniable,  and  among  those  di¬ 
rectly  concerned  there  is  unanimous 
agreement  that  modifications  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  continued  well-being  of  our 
farmers,  processors,  and  refiners  engaged 
in  the  domestic  sugar  industry.  The  po¬ 
sition  of  the  executive  branch  was  set 
forth  by  President  Eisenhower  in  his 
message  to  the  Congress,  in  which  he 
said: 

The  legislation  to  renew  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948.  as  amended,  should  promptly  be  com¬ 
pleted.  The  Congress  is  aware  of  the, need 
to  give  producers,  as  well  as  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers  and  the  entire  sugar  industry,  as  much 
notice  as  possible  in  planning  their  op¬ 
erations. 

Long  prior  to  that  time,  49  Members 
of  the  Senate  joined  in  sponsorship  of 
proposed  amendatory  legislation.  All 
segments  of  the  domestic -sugar  indus¬ 
try — including  our  sugar  beet  and  sugar¬ 
cane  producers  on  the  mainland;  the 
farmers  and  processors  in  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands;  and  the 
cane-sugar  refiners  of  the  Nation,  with 
refineries  in  Massachusetts,  New  York, 
Pennsylvania,  Louisiana,  Georgia,  Mary¬ 
land,  Texas,  and  California — are  united 
in  their  desire  for  revision,  and  are  in 
full  agreement  with  the  basic  principles 
advanced. 

The  portions  of  the  suggested  legisla¬ 
tion  which  particularly  relate  to  domes¬ 
tic  producers  also  have  the  specific  sup¬ 
port  of  most  foreign  suppliers,  and  they 
were  objected  to  by  none.  This  state¬ 
ment  includes  Cuba,  whose  representa¬ 
tive  at  the  recently  concluded  Senate 
Finance  Committee  hearings  acknowl¬ 
edged  the  justice  of  the  American  pro¬ 
ducers’  case. 

Perhaps  this  widespread  support  arises 
from  the  fact  that  our  domestic-sugar 
industry  directly  affects  the  lives  of  so 
many  of  our  Nation’s  citizens  that  it  has 
become  indispensable  to  the  general  eco¬ 
nomic  welfare  of  the  country. 

In  the  continental  United  States,  sugar 
is  produced  in  exactly  half  our  States — 
24  of  the  48.  These  States  comprise  well 
over  half  our  mainland  area.  The  bene¬ 
fits  accruing  from  the  sugar  enterprise 
of  these  24  States  flow  outward  into  all 
the  other  24  States — to  manufacturers, 
merchants,  and  consumers. 

The  segments  of  the  domestic  industry 
outside  continental  United  States  are  of 
equal  importance.  In  Hawaii,  our  great 
defense  bastion  of  the  Pacific,  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  is  the  principal  industry,  and  is 
essential  to  maintenance  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  standard  of  living  there.  This  is 
equally  true  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Vir¬ 
gin  Islands,  those  Caribbean  Territories 
which  lie  so  strategically  placed  at  the 
eastern  gateway  to  our  southern  ap¬ 
proaches. 

Sugar  sold  on  the  mainland  by  Hawaii 
and  Puerto  Rico  is  a  major  factor  in 
their  purchases  of  American  goods 
shipped  from  the  mainland  to  those  is¬ 


lands — purchases  in  recent  years  exceed¬ 
ing  an  average  annual  total  of  $850  mil- 
lion.  And  all  of  these  purchases  moved 
in  American-flag  vessels. 

On  the  mainland,  sugar  production 
pours  into  our  economic  lifestream  more 
than  a  half-billion  dollars  annually— 
and  a  half-billion  dollars  which  are 
spent  for  American  goods  and  services. 

To  thousands  of  American  farmers, 
sugar  is  the  most  important  cash  crop. 
In  our  Western  States,  the  sugar  beet  is 
in  many  areas  essential  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  proper  crop  rotation  and  is  the 
keystone  of  livestock  feeding  programs. 

Where  we  have  invested  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  Federal  funds  to  re¬ 
claim  arid  and  otherwise  useless  lands, 
the  sugar  beet  is  playing  a  tremendous 
role  in  guaranteeing  repayment  of  these 
investments  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 
The  latest  figures  I  have  from  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  show  some  startling 
facts  about  this.  For  example,  in  1953, 
sugar  beets  accounted  for  almost  one- 
fifth  of  all  crop  income  on  some  4  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  Federal  irrigation  projects. 
On  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  project 
in  Colorado,  total  value  of  crops  from 
project  lands  in  1953  was  $59,237,730,  of 
which  $26,259,450  came  from  sugar  beets. 
That  is  44.33  percent  of  the  total-s*-and 
only  slightly  more  than  17  percent  of  the 
land  was  planted  to  sugar  beets.  Seven¬ 
teen  percent  of  the  cropland  produced 
more  than  44  percent  of  the  cash  income. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FUI^RIGHT.  I  have  just  been 
examining  "the  report.  There  is  one  fig¬ 
ure  with  respect  to  which  I  wish  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  enlighten  me.  On  page  2  I 
find  the  following; 

The  amount  of  the  Increase  in  our  market 
above  8,350,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  would 
be  apportioned  55  percent  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  and  45  percent  to  the  foreign 
suppliers. 

On  the  next  page,  in  the  table,  the  as¬ 
sumed  requirements  for  1956  are  shown 
as  8,535,000  tons,  which  is  about  200,000 
tons  more  than  the  allocation.  What  is 
the  reason  for  the  discrepancy? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  This  is  the  explana¬ 
tion,  as  I  understand:  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  made  a  long-range 
estimate  of  what  we  may  expect  as  the 
average  amiual  increase  in  the  sugar  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  American  market. 
That  estimate  is  135,000  tons.  Of  course, 
markets  and  the  buying  pattern  of  the 
public  never  stick  exactly  to  averages. 
Some  years  the  figures  are  higher  than 
for  other  years.  In  this  particular  year, 
apparently,  it  is  estimated  that  the  in¬ 
crease  will  be,  not  135,000  tons,  but 
185,000  tons. 

As  the  law  stands,  the  Secretary  be¬ 
gins  his  estimate  for  the  year  by  assiun- 
ing  that  the  amount  required  will  be  at 
least  equal  to  the  amount  required  for 
the  preceding  year.  So  the  Secretary 
has  announced  an  estimate  for  1956  ap- 
proxmately  equal  to  the  final  estimate 
for  1955;  but,  as  the  year  moves  along 
and  the  pattern  of  buying  develops,  the 
Secretary  will  continue  to  revise  his  es¬ 
timate. 

I  hope  that  explanation  is  satisfactory 
to  the  Senator. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  possible  that 
by  keeping  the  estimate  down  to  8,350,- 
000  tons,  the  division  of  all  above  that 
quantity  on  the  percentages  of  55  and  45 
would  permit  a  greater  allocation  to  do¬ 
mestic  growers  than  would  otherwise  be 
the  case? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah  that  if  that  were 
done  one  year,  the  estimate  would  be 
carried  below  for  the  next  year.  These 
figures  average  themselves  out.  Over 
the  past  history  of  the  Sugar  Act,  I  think 
the  estimates  of  the  Secretary  have  been 
fairly  accurate,  and  they  have  averaged 
out.  So  I  am  not  concerned  with  the 
discrepancy. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  true  that 
in  practically  every  case  the  estimates  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  have  been 
below  the  actual  consumption? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Is  not  that  the  con¬ 
servative  thing  to  do? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  not  that  the 
way  to  force  the  price  up? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  When  we  go  a  little 
deeper  into  this  subject,  perhaps  we  can 
bring  into  the  discussion  the  actual  price 
figures. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  still  yielding  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  one  further 
question. 

Mr.  BE2^JNETT.  Let  me  say  one  thing 
further. 

I  think  the  records  will  show  that  the 
early  estimates  are  always  on  the  low 
side,  and  the  later  and  final  estimates, 
as  we  move  toward  the  end  of  the  con¬ 
sumption  year,  tend  to  reflect  accurately 
the  amount  required. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  effect  of  having  the  estimate  lower — 
and  it  is  upon  the  estimate  that  the  allo¬ 
cation  is  based — is  to  decrease  the  sup¬ 
ply  and  increase  the  price?  Is  not  that 
the  reason  why  it  is  done? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No.  I  think  it  is 
done  because  the  Secretary  wants  to  be 
able  to  feel  his  way  along  as  the  changes 
in  consumption  are  reflected  in  the  buy¬ 
ing  of  the  people. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  ’The  act  has  been 
in  force  since  1933.  The  Secretary  has 
the  record.  He  can  predict  very  accu¬ 
rately  what  the  consumption  is  going  to 
be,  in  the  absence  of  war  or  some  other 
exigency;  can  he  not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  think  the  buying 
habits  of  the  people  change,  so  that  there 
cannot  be  a  completely  accurate  con¬ 
sumption  prediction. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  While  I  have  the 
attention  of  the  Senator,  I  wonder  if  I 
may  ask  him  a  question  about  a  little 
different  aspect  of  this  problem.  I  and 
many  of  my  colleagues  have  been  strong 
supporters  of  90  percent  of  parity,  I 
have  prepared  an  amendment  which 
would  assure  sugar  producers  90  percent 
of  parity.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would 
be  willing  to  accept  such  an  amendment, 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  operation  of  the 
Sugar  Act  is  not  based  on  the  same  kind 
of  situation  as  that  upon  which  parity 
is  determined  under  other  acts. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  did  not  suggest 
that.  I  merely  asked  whether  or  not  the 
Senator  would  accept  an  amendment, 
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MFhich  would  assme  sugar  producers  of 
not  less  than  90  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  afraid  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  would  not  be  willing  to 
accept  such  an  amendment,  because 
there  are  other  considerations  involved 
besides  the  question  of  pabity,  and  there 
are  restrictions  imposed  upon  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  which  are  not  imposed  upon  those 
who  produce  the  so-called  basic  crops. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Can  the  Senator 
tell  me  which  agricultural  commodities 
in  our  entire  agricultural  program  are 
supported  at  levels  in  excess  of  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  either  by  price  supports 
or  any  other  means? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  pennit  me  to  ascertain  what  per¬ 
centage  of  parity  sugar  producers,  both 
cane  and  beet,  have  received  during  the 
years  since  1933? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  from  Utah  was  trying  to  fumble 
for  among  his  papers. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  would  be  enlightening 
to  me  if  I  could  have  the  information  as 
to  what  they  have  received  since  the  act 
went  into  effect  in  1933. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  should  like  to  read 
these  figures  into  the  Record,  because 
they  bear  exactly  on  the  point  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  raised. 

During  the  past  8  years  the  picture 
is  as  follows:  In  1948  the  sugar-beet 
growers  received  96  percent  of  parity, 
and  sugarcane  producers  received  74 
percent  of  parity.  The  general  farm 
parity  ratio  was  110  percent. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Let  me  give  the  re¬ 
maining  figures. 

In  1949  the  sugar-beet  growers  re¬ 
ceived  100  percent,  and  sugarcane  pro¬ 
ducers  received  82  percent.  The  general 
parity  ratio  was  100  percent. 

In  1950  the  sugar-beet  producers  re¬ 
ceived  93  percent  of  parity.  Sugarcane 
producers  received  102  percent  The 
general  farm  parity  ratio  was  101. 

In  1951  beet  sugar,  89  percent;  cane 
-  sugar,  81  percent;  general  farm  parity, 
107  percent. 

In  1952  beet,  92  percent;  cane,  92  per¬ 
cent;  general  farm  parity,  100  percent. 

In  1953  a  change  came  about.  Beet 
sugar,  93  percent;  cane,  102  percent; 
general  farm  parity,  92  percent. 

In  1954  beet  sugar,  90  percent;  cane, 
98  percent;  general  farm  parity,  90  per¬ 
cent. 

I  do  not  have  the  1955  figures  for 
sugar.  Of  course,  the  general  farm  par¬ 
ity  went  down  to  84.  However,  for  the 
8  years  the  average  received  by  sugar- 
beet  producers  was  93  percent;  the  aver¬ 
age  received  by  the  sugarcane  producers 
was  90  percent;  and  the  average  for  the 
entire  farm  economy  was  100  percent. 

These  figures  are  calculated  on  differ¬ 
ent  bases,  and  I  do  not  believe  it  would 
help  the  situation  generally  to  rewrite 
the  Sugar  Act  in  order  to  limit  the  parity. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETrr.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  in  a  moment.  l  believe  I  am  still 
yielding  to  my  friend  the  junior  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fxixbright].  I  am 
ti-ying  to  answer  his  questions. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  the 
opportunity  of  asking  a  few  questions  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wish  to  ask  merely  one 
question. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  realize,  of  course, 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  a 
different  point  of  view. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Utah  about 
the  table  he  is  using.  Is  it  not  coiTect 
to  say  that  during  the  years  the  Senator 
has  cited  many  of  the  other  farmers  were 
producing  crc^  for  which  they  were 
getting  more  than  100  percent  of  parity, 
without  any  acreage  limitation;  on  the 
other  hand,  the  sugarcane  producers 
w'ere  getting  less  than  100  percent  of 
parity  and  producing  their  sugarcane 
with  acreage  limitations,  as  well  as  severe 
limitations  on  the  amount  of  sugar  they 
could  market  from  their  production  of 
sugarcane.  In  other  words,  they  were 
controlled  in  two  ways.  They  were  con¬ 
trolled  with  respect  to  the  acres  they 
could  plant  and  also  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  sugar  they  could  sell.  On  top 
of  it  all,  they  were  reduced  to  less  than 
90  percent  of  parity  during  those  years. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  the  effect  of 
the  figures,  I  am  sure. 

I  now  yield  further  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Can  the  Senator 
tell  the  Senate  what  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  are  presently  supported  at 
levels  in  excess  of  90  percent  of  parity, 
either  by  way  of  price  supports  or  any 
other  means? 

Mr.  BENNEHT.  Not  bein^en  agricul¬ 
turalist  or  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Agricultui'e  and  Forestiy,  I  do  not 
know. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  to 
remind  the  Senator  that  I  am  not  an 
agriculturalist  or  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  either.  However,  it  will  be  in¬ 
teresting,  I  am  sure,  for  the  Record  to 
show  that  there  are  only  two  commod¬ 
ities  which  are  supported  at  prices  higher 
than  90  percent  of  parity.  Does  the 
Senator  agree  with  that  statement? 

Mr,  BENNETT.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  may  be  correct  in  his  state¬ 
ment.  That  may  be  true  as  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  time.  It  has  not  always  been 
so,  and  I  hope  it  will  not  always  be  so. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  wiU 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  will  not  permit  me  to  ask 
a  few  questions  of  him  without  inter¬ 
ruption? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  have  a  statement 
which  will  take  me  about  20  minutes  to 
make,  if  I  am  not  constantly  interrupted. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  bill  before  the 
Senate  would  extend  the  sugar  law  for 
6  years.  In  view  of  that  fact,  I  believe 
we  can  take  a  few  minutes  to  discuss  it. 
1  cannot  think  of  any  bill  comparable  to 
the  pending  bill  in  the  sense  that  it  at¬ 
tempts  to  set  a  policy  for  6  years  in  ad¬ 
vance.  That  alone  is  inexcusable,  and 
I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment  to  re¬ 
strict  the  extension  of  the  biU  to  2  years. 

Is  it  not  correct  to  say  that  there  are 
only  two  commodities,  wool  and  sugar, 
in  which  our  great  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
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ture  seems  to  be  interested,  and  whose 
support  he  does^not  seem  to  condemn? 
I  may  say  that  that  does  not  reflect  a 
very  wise  view  on  the  part  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  1  am  reading  from 
page  19  of  sugar  reports  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year  of  1947.  The  prices  then 
were  113  percent  of  parity;  were  they 
not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  do  not  have  that 
figure. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  the  official 
publication  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  assume  that  the 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  will  come  over  to 
the  Senator  from  Utah  to  show  him  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  publication 
which  contains  that  statement.  It  is 
publication  No.  42,  and  I  am  reading 
from  page  19. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  agree  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  reading  the  figures  correctly  from 
the  publication. 

Mr.  FTJLBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  correct  to 
say  that  the  pending  bill  seeks  to  relate 
the  actions  of  the  Secretary,  in  establish¬ 
ing  the  quotas,  to  the  year  1947,  a  year 
in  which  the  prices,  in  his  judgment, 
were  the  highest  since  1923?  Is  that 
not  correct? _ 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  believe  the  Senator 
is  making  an  assumption  that  is  not  nec¬ 
essarily  true.  In  the  first  place - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  not  making 
any  assumption  about  the  prices.  Are 
not  those  the  prices? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  year  1947  was  a 
year  of  high  prices  everywhere.  It  was 
the  end  of  the  war  period. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Utah  believe  he  is  justified  in  se¬ 
lecting  the  very  highest  prices  and  then 
writing  into  a  law,  which  will  operate 
for  6  years,  a  mandate  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  "You  will  have  to  main¬ 
tain  the  highest  prices”? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  anything  in  the  proposed  legislation 
which  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  maintain  prices  related  to  any 
particular  point  in  history.  The  reason 
I  have  used  the  years  I  have  used  is  that 
the  present  act  was  passed  in  1948. 
Anything  that  happened  prior  to  that 
time  happened  under  another  law. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  my  impres¬ 
sion  that  the  bill  requires  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  consider  1947  as  a  typi¬ 
cal  year  in  the  estimation  of  all  his 
actions  in  which  he  has  discretion,  such 
as  determining  the  amount  of  sugar 
which  may  be  imported,  and  so  forth. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  theory  of  the  bill 
is  to  maintain  a  price  to  the  producer  at 
which  he  will  make  a  profit.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  it,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  purpose  is  also 
to  maintain  prices  at  a  level  low  enough 
to  provide  sugar  at  the  best  balance  be¬ 
tween  the  producer  and  the  consumer. 
The  effect  of  the  law  has  been  to  keep 
the  consumer’s  price  at  a  very  substan¬ 
tially  low  level. 

Mr.  FTJLBRIGHT.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  does  not  question  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  consumer  is  paying  for 
sugar  approximately  2  cents  more  than 
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the  world  price.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
realizes  that  the  American  people  pay 
more  for  sugar  than  the  people  of  Great 
Britain  or  France  pay  for  sugar,  for  ex¬ 
ample.  Is  that  not  a  fact? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No;  I  do  not  believe 
that  to  be  a  fact. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Oh,  I  did  not  know 
that  anyone  questioned  it.  For  years 
the  United  States  price  of  sugar  has  been 
2  cents  higher  than  the  world  price. 

Mr.  BEINNETT.  Let  us  get  ourselves 
straight  on  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  talking 
about  the  price  of  sugar.  The  world 
price  of  sugar  has  averaged  for  years 
approximately  2  cents  lower  than  the 
American  price  of  sugar.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  the  Senator  will 
give  me  an  opportunity  to  find  the  chart 
showing  the  world  price,  I  will  give  him 
the  figures. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly.  Mr. 
President,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  do  so, 
while  the  Senator  is  looking  up  the  fig¬ 
ures,  I  should  like  to  refer  to  the  index 
of  prices.  These  are  the  sugar  prices 
since  1923.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  knows 
that  the  price  in  1947  was  the  highest 
price  since  1923.  I  do  not  believe  there 
can  be  any  question  about  that.  Of 
course,  in  1947  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  was  not  the  one  who  holds  the  office 
now.  _ 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  will  give  me  a 
minute  or  two  to  get  at  these  papers. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly.  I  know 
this  is  a  very  complex  subject.  Having 
been  engaged  in  another  matter  until  last 
night,  I  am  not  too  well  prepared  myself 
on  some  of  these  questions. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  to  me,  I  should  like  to  answer  the 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  have  before  me  the 
wholesale  prices  of  sugar  in  New  York 
from  1870  to  date,  at  10-year  intervals. 
In  1880  the  price  was  4.6  cents.  In  1890 
it  was  7.6  cents.  In  1900  it  was  5.3  cents. 
In  1910  it  was  5  cents.  .In  1920,  which 
was  during  Woz'ld  War  I.  it  was  15.5  cents. 
In  1930  it  was  4.6  cents.  In  1940  it  was 
4.3  cents.  In  1950  it  was  7.8  cents. 

The  wholesale  price  of  sugar  in  1950 
was  almost  precisely  the  same  as  it  was  in 
1890.  It  is  the  cheapest  farm  commodity 
available  in  the  American  market  today. 

If  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  making  the  American  farmer 
compete  with  the  sugar  producers  of 
Cuba,  then,  of  course,  the  price  of  sugar 
will  go  down  to  the  woild  level.  But  our 
people  cannot  pay  taxes,  cannot  support 
schools,  cannot  live  in  the  American  way 
of  life,  and  meet  that  type  of  competition. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  point  which 
the  Senator  fx’om  Wyoming  raises  was 
referred  to  by  the  Senator  from  Utah. 
It  would  seem  to  me  that  what  we  are 
considering  here  is  beet  sugar.  What 
Congress  is  asked  to  do  is  to  establish 
an  increased  quota  for  the  growers  of 
beet  sugar.  If  that  is  done,  we  will  be 
confronted  with  the  problem  of  an  in¬ 
creased  program  of  irrigation  in  order 


to  grow  the  beets.  We  wiU  be  asked  also 
to  subsidize  the  creation  of  vast  water¬ 
works  in  order  to  bring  water  to  the  acre¬ 
age  on  which  the  beets  are  grown,  thus 
subsidizing  an  industry  which  is  not  a 
native  industry.  It  entails  an  expense 
upon  the  consumer  and  the  taxpayer  far 
beyond  any  comparable  crop  or  any  com¬ 
parable  program  in  this  country. 

What  has  the  Senator  from  Utah  to 
say  about  that? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  In  the  first  place,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  says  it  is  not  a 
native  industry.  How  far  do  we  have  to 
go  back  to  establish  a  new  industry  and 
call  it  a  native  industry? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  stated  a  moment 
ago  that  there  are  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  acres  of  land  irrigated  through  the 
appropriations  of  Federal  funds  in  order 
to  produce  sugar  beets  which  would  not 
be  grown  at  all  wihtout  this  enormous 
subsidy,  the  figures  for  which  I  shall  use 
in  my  own  statement;  but  it  amounts  to 
more  than  a  billion  dollars  in  direct  sub¬ 
sidy  to  enable  producers  to  produce  beets 
on  land  which  would  not  produce  them 
without  vast  amounts  of  money  appro¬ 
priated  for  irrigation. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Senate  will 
soon  have  before  it  a  soil-bank  proposi¬ 
tion  to  take  acreage  out  of  production. 
The  pending  proposal  is  contrary  to  the 
soil-bank  program.  We  subsidize  the 
bringing  in  of  land,  and  then  we  subsidize 
the  taking  of  it  out  of  production. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  In  the  first  place,  T 
represent,  in  part,  a  State  whose  beet- 
sugar  industry  was  founded  by  private 
industry  on  privately  irrigated  land 
nearly  a  hundred  years  ago.  To  say 
that  the  beet-sugar  industry  is  depend¬ 
ent  entirely  on  modern  irrigation  proj¬ 
ects  is,  of  course,  incorrect. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  did  not  say  that. 
The  Senator  was  reading  figures - 

Mr.  BENNETT,  About  a  particular 
project  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  in  or¬ 
der  to  show  that  land  devoted  to  sugar 
beets  was  more  profitable  than  that  de¬ 
voted  to  other  crops.  But  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  says  it  is  not  a  native  in¬ 
dustry  and  that  it  is  dependent  entirely 
upon  Government  subsidies.  Actually, 
the  production  of  beet  sugar  in  the  West 
was  begun  on  land  the  water  for  which 
was  bought  by  private  capital.  At  the 
present  time  in  the  State  of  Utah  most 
of  the  sugar  beets  are  raised  on  land 
which  is  not  subject  to  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  funds. 

I  think  there  is  nothing  more  confus¬ 
ing  in  the  minds  of  people  who  are  not 
directly  involved  ^n  this  problem  than  is 
the  use  of  the  world  price  to  secure  the 
bottom  market  for  sugar  outside  the 
United  States.  There  are  approximately 
40  million  tons  of  sugar  cohsiuned  in  the 
world  in  a  year,  and  of  that  amount 
about  4*4  million  tons  are  available  in 
the  so-called  world  market  or  free  mar¬ 
ket.  About  90  percent  of  it  is  handled 
zmder  a  system  of  controls  within  the 
various  coimtries  which  are  interested 
in  the  consumption  of  the  sugar.  So, 
the  world  market  is  not  a  free  world 
market. 

In  that  connection,  I  should  like  to 
state  what  the  London  Economist  says 
about  it: 
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Even  the  world  price  is  not  the  proper 
price,  nor  is  it  free.  Were  it  not  for  the 
huge  tonnage  sold  under  preferential  ar¬ 
rangements  the  price  of  sugar  in  the  free 
market  wovUd  have  to  be  higher  than  it  is. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  true  that 
we  could  have  all  the  sugar  we  wanted 
at  2  cents  less  than  the  world  price? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  not  true. 
The  world  price  is  on  a  type  of  sugar 
which  no  one  particularly  wants.  If  we 
took  our  sugar  from  the  world  market  we 
would  see  the  price  rise. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  would  want  it 
if  we  were  permitted  to  want  it. 

Mr.  BEa^j:^TT.  We  come,  now,  to  the 
question  of  national  policy,  as  to  whether 
there  is  any  value  in  the  maintenance  of 
a  domestic  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  develop.  I  cannot  understand 
why,  in  the  situation  in  which  American 
agriculture  now  finds  itself,  this  particu¬ 
lar  industry  should  be  picked  out,  as  it 
has  been,  and  we  are  told  that  everything 
about  it  is  different.  The  bill  did  not 
even  go  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is 
a  sort  of  anachronism.  I  think  it  should 
be  a  part  of  the  agricultural  program,  yet 
the  bill  is  considered  by  the  Finance 
Committee  whose  members  are  not  so 
familiar  with  it  as  are  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  There  was  an  attempt  made  to 
pass  the  bill  on  the  calendar  without 
debate,  on  the  last  day  of  the  last  session. 

Why  does  the  Senator  from  Utah  think 
we  should  extend  the  program  for  6 
years?  We  do  not  extend  agricultural 
acts  for  6  years.  Every  year  we  have  to 
take  action  on  them,  but  here  we  are 
asked  to  extend  the  sugar  program  for  6 
years.  How  does  the  Senator  excuse 
such  a  procedure? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  wish  to  finish  this 
colloquy,  because  I  desire  to  resume  and 
complete  my  statement,  if  the  Senator 
will  permit  me. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  more  or 
less  to  provide  a  stable  supply  and  a  com¬ 
paratively  stable  market  for  our  sugar, 
and  we  might  as  well  extend  it  for  6  years. 
There  is  always  an  opportunity  to  open 
it  up,  of  course.  But,  I  think,  having 
reestablished  by  this  bill  the  right  of  the 
domestic  industry  to  operate  effectively, 
we  should  extend  the  act  far  enough  so 
that  that  right  will  be  of  some  benefit. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
feels  that  if  this  bill  is  passed,  there  will 
be  a  large  amount  of  irrigated  acreage. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  my  Impression 
that  even  at  the  end  of  6  years  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  acres  which  have 
been  taken  out  of  sugar  production  be¬ 
cause  of  the  restrictions  of  the  act  will 
be  allowed  to  become  productive  again. 

I  should  like  to  .  discuss  this  question 
later  with  the  Senator,  but  I  wonder  if 
I  may  proceed  and  finish  my  statement. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  First,  will  the 
Senator  indicate  why  the  bill  should  go 
to  the  Finance  Committee  instead  of  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  There  is  a  tax  in¬ 
volved  in  it,  and  all  bills  involving  taxes 
go  to  the  Finance  Committee. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  beg  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  pardon.  There  are  other  bills 
which  involve  taxes.  The  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  has  one  before  it 
today,  involving  a  bank  holding  com¬ 
pany.  A  change  in  the  tax  was  in¬ 
volved,  and  our  committee  submitted  it 
to  the  tax  experts.  But  we  did  not  sub¬ 
mit  the  whole  bill. 

After  all,  the  tax  in  this  instance  is 
purely  an  incidental  matter.  It  is  tak¬ 
ing  money  away  from  the  consumers 
and  is  paying  it  to  the  producers. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  it  seems  to  me,  is  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  should  have  jurisdiction 
of  the  bill,  because  it  pertains  to  a  part 
of  the  overall  agricultural  policy  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Utah  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  believe  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  consider  the  question,  he  will 
find  that  the  whole  subject  of  sugar 
legislation  in  this  country  originally  be¬ 
gan  with  a  tariff,  which,  of  course,  would 
come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

Subsequently  the  taxing  feature  be¬ 
came  involved.  That  also  made  pro¬ 
posed  sugar  legislation  referable  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

Import  quotas  also  became  involved, 
and  they  likewise  were  subject  to  regu¬ 
lation  by  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

More  recently,  a  large  number  of  in¬ 
ternational  agreements  became  in¬ 
volved,  concerning  foreign  trade;  and 
foreign  trade  matters,  particularly  so 
far  as  quotas  and  tariffs  are  concerned, 
are  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

That  is  how  the  custom  of  referring 
bills  of  this  type  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance  developed. 

Subsequently  there  were  certain  regu¬ 
lations  pertaining  to  the  control  of  the 
domestic  industry.  But  so  far  as  the 
other  features  of  the  sugar  industry  are 
concerned,  every  feature  of  regulation 
of  this  nature  previously  had  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
The  Sugar  Act  was  permitted  to  remain 
\mder  the  jurisdiction  of  that  committee. 

That  is  my  best  understanding  of  how 
the  Committee  on  Finance  came  to  have 
jurisdiction  of  proposed  sugar  legislation. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Of  course.  Proposed 
legislation  of  this  type  has  always  been 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  hot  true  that 
In  the  House  this  kind  of  bill  is  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  correct. 
Each  House  decides  how  bills  shall  be 
handled  within  its  own  body. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  not  this  in¬ 
stance  rather  unusual,  since  under  the 
Constitution  aU  tax  measures  originate 
in  the  House;  and  uniformly,  if  they  are 
tax  measures,  they  are  referred  in  the 
House  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  ar>d 
Means?  Is  not  that  so? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  understand  that 
each  House  determines  where  a  partic¬ 
ular  bill  will  be  referred. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  know  that  My 
Inquiry  is  greeted  to  the  justification  for 
this  practice.  Is  there  any  justification 
for  having  this  commodity  taken  away. 


or  distinguished  from  other  agricultural 
commodities,  and  placed  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance? 

The  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long!  persuades  me  that 
the  bill  ought  to  go  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  because  the 
biU  would  have  a  most  disastrous  effect 
upon  our  relations  with  all  our  friends  in 
Latin  America.  I  do  not  see  how  any¬ 
thing  we  do  will  overcome  the  ill  will  and 
dissatisfaction  which  will  be  caused  in  a 
number  of  Latin  American  countries. 
Our  best  customers  are  Mexico,  Cuba, 
and  Peru.  Arbitrary  quotas  vrill  be 
placed  on  their  production,  and  they  will 
have  an  almost  insuperable  task  of 
balancing  the  demands  of  this  country. 
They  are  countries  which  buy  all  kinds 
of  commodities  from  all  the  industries 
of  the  United  States.  Their  commerce 
will  have  to  be  sacrified  simply  for  the 
sake  of  a  few  beet  sugar  growers. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  prefer  not  to  yield 
any  further  until  I  have  completed  my 
statement.  I  hope  that  when  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  makes  his  statement 
I  may  have  the  opportunity  to  question 
him. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  permit  me  to  make  just  one 
point?  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Utah  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  BENNETT,  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  it  not  correct  to  say 
that  all  matters  pertaining  to  foreign 
trade  are  referrable  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance?  I  suggest  that  when  the  Sena¬ 
tor  proposes  his  amendment  he  try  in 
vain  if  he  wishes  to  take  the  subject  of 
foreign  trade  away  from  the  Committee 
on  Finance.  He  can  judge  what  success 
he  will  have  in  changing  the  rules  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  One  of  the  state¬ 
ments  made  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  is  so  very  far  from  the 
facts  of  the  matter  that  I  thought  I 
should  make  a  comment  at  this  time. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  indicated 
that  all  the  other  price-support  legisla¬ 
tion  is  temporary,  on  a  year-to-year 
basis,  or  for  the  duration  of  a  few  years, 
and  that  the  sugar  bill,  being  placed  on 
a  6-year  basis,  was  very  far  afield  from 
the  normal  procedure. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  if  it  is  not,  in  fact,  true  that  ever 
since  1938  the  legislation  in  the  general 
field  of  price  supports  has  been  perma¬ 
nent,  without  any  limitation  of  years, 
and  that  that  is  still  the  case  as  to  the 
present  agricultural  price -support  legis¬ 
lation? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  informed  that 
the  Senator’s  statement  Is  correct 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  resume 
my  statement.  I  had  just  cited  some 
figures  showing  the  value  of  beet  sugar 
production  as  compared  with  the  value 
of  other  crops  which  might  be  raised  on 
irrigated  lands. 
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Figures  like  these  not  only  indicate 
the  contribution  made  by  our  sugar  crops 
to  the  Nation’s  agricultural  pattern,  but 
they  hint  at  the  progress  being  made 
by  our  producers.  Within  the- past  30 
years  our  beet  growers  have  doubled 
their  yields  and  today  produce  a  ton  of 
raw  sugar  with  the  expenditure  of  but 
4.2  man-days  in  the  field,  a  figure  un¬ 
matched  in  any  other  beet-growing  area 
in  the  world.  Hawaii  similarly  leads  the 
world  in  efficiency  of  cane  production,  ■ 
the  record  there  being  2.63  man-days  of 
field  work  per  ton,  with  Florida  second 
at  4.31  man-days. 

Though  Cuba  sometimes  is  thought  of 
as  the  sugar  bowl  of  the  world,  the  fact 
Is  that  average  yields  in  every  domestic 
producing  area  of  the  United  States  are 
significantly  higher. 

The  achievements  of  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  have  been  attained  by  painstak¬ 
ing  devotion  to  self-improvement,  in 
plant  culture,  farming  methods,  develop¬ 
ment  of  machinery,  preservation  and  im¬ 
provement  of  sou  fertility — self-improve¬ 
ment  attained  by  never-ending  exertion 
of  time  and  effort  and  thought. 

Paradoxically,  however,  there  has 
been  little  recognition  of  our  growers’ 
accomplishments.  More  truly,  a  penalty 
has  been  imposed,  for  as  our  farmers  and 
processors  have  achieved  new  produc¬ 
tive  heights  per  acre  of  land,  they  have 
been  forced  to  cut  total  acres  to  remain 
within  the  limiting  confines  of  outmoded 
quotas. 

In  our  beet-growing  areas,  acreage  re¬ 
ductions  averaged  10  percent  during 
1955,  and  similar  reductions  have  been 
ordered  for  this  year.  Planted  acreage 
In  the  Louisiana-Florida  industry  was 
reduced  by  11  percent  in  1954;  this  cut 
was  extended  to  18  percent  last  year,  and 
a  further  reduction  of  11.5  percent  was 
ordered  for  this  year.  Does  this  sug¬ 
gest  a  point  at  which  progress  and  sui¬ 
cide  become  synonymous? 

In  many  States,  including  the  State 
I  have  the  honor,  in  part,  to  represent, 
still  another  penalty  is  being  suffered, 
and  this  has  disturbing  effects  through¬ 
out  our  agricultural  economy.  Because 
of  the  widespread  reductions  in  sugar 
beet  acreage,  much  of  our  very  best  crop¬ 
land  is  not  being  put  to  optimum  use. 
Should  the  farmer  who  Is  denied  the 
beet  acreage  which  logically  and  eco¬ 
nomically  fits  into  his  planned  farm  pro¬ 
gram  be  forced  instead  to  plant  his  land 
to  crops  which  are  in  surplus  supply? 

Sugar  is,  of  course,  one  of  the  few 
cash  crops  being  produced  in  this  coun¬ 
try  at  a  rate  far  below  consumption  de¬ 
mands.  On  the  mainland  we  are  pro¬ 
ducing  only  about  a  third  of  our  annual 
sugar  needs.  In  all  domestic  producing 
areas,  the  output  is  only  a  little  more 
than  half  our  yearly  demands.  The  bal¬ 
ance  is  being  imported  from  foreign 
coimtries. 

In  these  circumstances  it  is  difficult 
to  the  point  of  impossibility  to  justify 
the  proposition  that  the  number  of  acres 
devoted  to  the  production  of  sugar  must 
progressively  be  lessened.  Such  a  policy 
Is  an  added  threat  to  maintenance  of  the 
family  size  farm. 

Consideration  of  such  facts  as  these 
leads  inevitably  to  the  conclusion  that 
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there  is  grave  necessity  for  revision  of 
the  existing  law  at  this  time.  There  re¬ 
mains,  then,  the  determination  as  to  the 
particulars  of  modifications  which  must 
be  made  to  bring  our  national  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  once  more  into  balance. 

Before  the  Senate  is  a  corrective  pro¬ 
posal  containing  several  salient  features 
thoughtfully  and  carefully  designed  to 
restore  equity  and  workability  to  the  law. 
In  broad  summation,  the  proposal  seeks 
to  bring  us  back  to  historic  principles 
temporarily  waived  in  1948  to  meet  ex¬ 
igencies  of  the  time.  Let  us  consider 
some  of  the  details  of  this  general  aim. 

First,  beginning  this  year,  in  1956,  the 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  would 
once  again  share  their  historic  55  per¬ 
cent  of  annual  market  increases  in  the 
United  States  over  and  above  an  annual 
base  consumption  of  8,350,000  short  tons 
of  sugar.  Under  the  present  act,  domes¬ 
tic  areas  have  no  share  of  each  year’s 
market  growth  in  this  country.  The 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  made  a  sharp  break 
with  previous  laws  and  historical  pat¬ 
terns.  In  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937,  for  in¬ 
stance,  total  percentages  assigned  to 
present  domestic  producing  areas  aggre¬ 
gated  55.59  percent  of  the  market.  Thus 
on  this  percentage  basis,  domestic  quotas 
grew  each  year  in  a  regular  and  routine 
way,  in  accordance  with  increases  in 
total  United  States  sugar  demands  aris¬ 
ing  from  such  factors  as  increases  in  the 
population. 

Circumstances  appertaining  in  1948, 
however,  led  the  Congress  to  set  rigid 
quotas.  Perhaps  we  should  make  special 
note  of  this  juncture  in  our  discussion 
that  the  quotas  were  set  on  this  rigid 
basis  as  a  temporary  arrangement  only, 
a  fact  carefully  noted  during  Senate  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  hearings  both  on  the 
1948  act  and  on  the  amending  legislation 
of  1951.  ' 

In  any  event,  with  the  domestic  quotas 
fixed,  all  annual  growth  in  the  market 
automatically  is  reserved  imder  the 
present  law  for  foreign  suppliers,  in  the 
ratio  of  96  percent  for  Cuba  and  the 
remaining  4  percent  for  other  countries. 

Since  the  1948  law  was  enacted,  an¬ 
nual  consumption  of  sugar  in  the  United 
States  has  risen  by  well  over  1  million 
tons.  It  continues  to  grow,  at  a  current 
rate  of  about  135,000  tons  per  year.  All 
of  this  increase  is  denied  to  our  own 
farmers.  And  so  the  bill  before  us  pro¬ 
vides  that  we  return  to  the  pre-1948 
formula  and  divide  future  annual  growth 
on  the  basis  of  55  percent  for  the  var¬ 
ious  domestic  areas,  with  the  remaining 
45  percent  being  shared  among  foreign 
suppliers. 

No  present  supplier  would  be  cut  out 
of  our  market;  none — and  this  specifi¬ 
cally  includes  Cuba — would  suffer  a  re¬ 
duction  of  so  much  as  a  pound  in  its 
present  quotas.  Participation  in  fu¬ 
ture  growth  would  be  shared  by  all. 

In  discussing  the  55  percent  of  growth 
to  be  shared  by  the  domestic  industry, 
it  should  be  noted  that  two  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas — the  beet  States  of  the 
West  and  the  cane  industry  of  Louisi¬ 
ana  and  Florida — are  burdened  with 
quantities  of  overquota  sugar  which 
they  cannot  sell.  A  Government  pur¬ 


chase  of  100,000  tons  of  this  sugar,  un¬ 
dertaken  at  a  request  of  the  Congress 
adopted  last  summer,  helped  to  alleviate 
the  problem,  but  did  not  solve  it.  The 
two  areas  still  are  plagued  by  over¬ 
quota  sugar. 

In  the  face  of  this  situation,  the  var¬ 
ious  elements  of  the  domestic  industry 
agreed  to  the  following  proposed  for¬ 
mula  relative  to  their  aggregate  55  per¬ 
cent  of  growth: 

The  first  165,000  short  tons  would  be 
divided  51.5  percent  to  the  domestic 
beet  sugar  area  and  48.5  percent  to  the 
mainland  cane  area.  The  next  20,000 
tons  would  go  to  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
next  3,000  tons  to  the  Virgin  Islands. 
These  divisions  total  188,000  tons. 

About  the  188,000-ton  level,  the  five 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas  would 
share  growth  on  the  basis  of  their  fixed 
quotas  for  1955,  plus  the  respective 
amounts  added  to  this  quota  out  of 
the  first  188,000  tons. 

Next — still  speaking  about  the  domes¬ 
tic  share  of  market  growth — the  bill 
provides  that  the  existing  laws  be  re¬ 
vised  so  that  beginning  in  1958  the  quan¬ 
tities  of  direct  consumption  sugar  which 
may  be  brought  into  mainland  America 
from  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  will  be 
increased  in  the  same  proportion  as 
their  respective  quotas  are  increased  un¬ 
der  the  growth  formula  I  have  already 
described. 

It  is  additionally  provided  that,  be¬ 
ginning  at  once,  deficits  which  occur  in 
any  domestic  sugar  producing  area  in 
any.  year  resulting  from  operation  of 
the  growth  formula  will  be  prorated  to 
other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
their  quotas  in  effect  at  that  time,  in¬ 
sofar  as  such  domestic  areas  can  fill 
such  deficits.  Any  unfilled  deficits 
would  next  be  prorated  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  also  provides  that  definitions  of 
raw  and  direct  consumption  sugar  which 
is  further  refined  and  other  improved  in 
quality  will  be  revised  to  reflect  recent 
technological  developments,  and  that  the 
cost-of-living  formula  in  section  201  of 
the  act  will  be  altered  to  the  now  gen¬ 
erally  accepted  base  of  1947-49. 

Finally,  the  bill  would  extend  the  re¬ 
vised  act  through  December  31,  1962. 
The  current  act  is,  of  course,  dated  for 
expiration  on  December  31  of  this  year. 
Enactment  of  these  suggested  revi¬ 
sions  will  ease  the  shackles  now  binding 
our  domestic  sugar  industry  to  a  futm-e 
offering  no  chance  for  orderly,  healthy 
growth.  In  addition,  it  will  guarantee  to 
our  foreign  friends  and  neighbors  who 
help  to  supply  our  sugar  needs  future 
growth  as  our  Nation  grows.  Not  only 
will  these  foreign  friends  be  guaranteed 
participation  in  our  national  growth,  but 
they  will  also  be  assured  a  continuation 
of  their  present  large  share  of  our  sugar 
market.  Equity,  therefore,  would  be 
extended  to  all. 

Even  more  important  to  consumers 
and  to  the  industry  which  serves  them, 
the  bill  preserves  and  strengthens  pro¬ 
visions  which  assure  fair  and  reasonable 
prices  for  sugar. 


As  the  history  of  the  Sugar  Act  shows, 
costs  for  this  commodity  have  been  far 
more  stable  than  have  those  of  foods 
in  general.  Between  1935-39  and  1954, 
for  instance,  the  price  of  sugar  rose  35 
percent  less  than  the  average  price  for 
all  foods. 

I  should  like  to  refer  my  distinguished 
colleagues  to  page  15  of  the  committee 
report,  wherein  we  find  this  paragraph: 

The  sugar  acts  have  eliminated  the  ex¬ 
tremes  of  very  high  and  very  low  prices  in- 
the  United  States  market.  They  have  pro¬ 
tected  domestic  growers  during  long  periods 
of  price  depression  in  the  world  market  and 
likewise  have  protected  consumers  during 
shorter  but  sharper  periods  of  price  inflation 
in  that  market.  Price  stability  has  helped 
assure  adequate  supplies  to  consumers  and 
a  market  for  a  definite  quantity  of  produc¬ 
tion  to  producers. 

The  Sugar  Act  has  benefited  consum¬ 
ers,  not  only  by  keeping  prices  stable, 
but  by  keeping  them  at  a  low  level.  The 
production  worker  who  could  buy  519 
pounds  of  sugar  with  his  gross  weekly 
earnings  in  1941  could  buy  674  poimds 
in  1954.  Put  another  way,  in  1941  a  man 
worked  4.7  minutes  to  earn  enough  to 
buy  a  pound  of  sugar.  By  1954  he 
needed  to  work  but  3.5  minutes.  On 
the  basis  of  average  consumption,  he 
would  need  to  work  but  6  hours  to  earn 
enough  to  buy  a  full  year’s  supply. 

The  plain  fact  is  that  sugar  is  a  real 
bargain  in  America,  where  the  consumer 
pays  less  than  do  consiuners  in  three- 
fourths  of  the  other  important  sugar¬ 
using  nations  in  the  world. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  has  pointed  out,  there 
is  nothing  in  the  bill  which  affects  the 
price  of  sugar.  Actually,  however,  the 
consumer  safeguards  in  the  law  are 
strengthened  by  the  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  the  bill. 

The  Sugar  Act  is,  in  fact,  a  guarantee 
against  unwarranted  increases  in  the 
price  of  sugar,  just  as  it  is  a  protection 
against  disastrous  and  sudden  drops  in 
the  price  of  sugar.  As  I  have  shown, 
the  actual  administration  of  the  act 
has  resulted  in  sugar  prices  which  have 
not  in  reality  gone  up  as  much  as  the 
general  average  prices  of  other  foods; 
the  rise  has,  in  fact,  been  35  percent  less 
than  other  foods.  The  enactment  of  the 
bill  will  not  affect  the  scope  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  authority  in  making  estimates 
of  consumers’  requirements  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  achieving  prices  fair  to  both 
consiuners  and  producers. 

The  proposed  legislation  awaiting  our 
action  represents  the  culmination  of 
many  months  of  diligent  and  precise  ef¬ 
fort,  predicated  upon  the  basic  princi¬ 
ples  established  in  the  first  Sugar  Act. 
With  each  passing  month,  as  we  have 
approached  this  day,  the  urgency  for  ac¬ 
tion  has  grown  more  and  more  pro¬ 
nounced.  Our  American  sugar  farmers 
are  right  now  completing  their  cropping 
plans  for  this  year.  In  a  matter  of  a 
very  few  short  weeks,  sugar  beet  growers 
in  my  home  State  of  Utah  will  be  plant¬ 
ing  their  seed — late  this  month  in  some 
sections,  early  in  March  in  others.  As 
these  people  ready  their  farmlands  for 
the  approaching  season,  they  are  looking 
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to  US  for  our  reply  to  their  moderate  and 
entirely  just  requests. 

Mr.  President,  and  my  colleagues  m 
the  Senate,  I  say  to  you  that  our  reply 
must  be  in  the  affirmative,  and  our  reply 
must  not  be  long  delayed,  else  we  shall 
have  failed  the  men  and  women  who 
are  asking  nothing  more  than  their 
undeniable  right  to  grow  with  their 
country,  to  participate  in  the  benefits 
their  own  hard  work  and  devotion  to  the 
American  way  of  doing  things  have 
helped  make  possible.  Their  faith  and 
hope  lie  in  us  and  the  measure  we  now 
consider.  We  must  not  fail  them. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  propose 
to  discuss  the  pending  bill  rather  briefly. 
I  do  not  believe  that  extensive  detailed 
arguments  are  needed  to  persuade  Sena¬ 
tors  that  the  bill  should  be  passed.  It  is 
made  desirable  by  developments  which 
are  typically  American.  It  is  needed, 
and  needed  urgently,  by  sugarcane  pro¬ 
ducers  because  they  have  been  for  a 
number  of  years  devoting  themselves 
energetically  and  successfully  to  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  quality  of  their  varieties 
and  increasing  their  productivity. 

I  am  sure  that  most  of  us  are  prepared 
to  join  enthusiastically  in  commending 
the  sugarcane  producers  for  their  suc¬ 
cess.  Yet  because  of  the  success,  they 
have  found  themselves  in  the  absurd 
position  of  seeing  the  benefits  of  this  in¬ 
creased  efficiency  and  improvement  of 
quality  go  to  their  competitors  abroad. 
Far  from  being  benefited,  local  producers 
have  been  suffering. 

The  reason  is  to  be  found  in  the  terms 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  At  that  time, 
we  were  justifiably  anxious  to  prevent 
any  undue  hardship  on  our  friends  in 
Cuba,  who  had  expanded  their  produc¬ 
tion  during  the  war  years  in  order  to 
meet  our  esesntial  requirements,  both 
military  and  civilian.  In  the  act,  there¬ 
fore,  we  guaranteed  foreign  producers 
whatever  increases  in  consumption  we 
might  have,  giving  96  percent  of  it  to 
Cuba.  Thus  Cuba’s  basic  quota  has  in¬ 
creased  from  1,923,000  in  1948  to  2,859,- 
840  for  1955,  an  increase  of  49  percent. 
So  far  as  I  am  aware,  there  is  no  paral¬ 
lel  in  our  history  or  the  history  of  any 
other  nation  for  this  act  of  generosity 
^d  consideration  on  our  part. 

The  effective  period  of  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  it  was  amended  in  1950,  is  6 
years.  Like  all  matters  which  have  to 
be  decided  over  a  future  period  of  time, 
we  had  to  make  estimates  of  conditions 
and  production  of  our  domestic  produc¬ 
ers  during  this  period.  Insofar  as  the 
sugarcane  area  is  concerned,  these  esti¬ 
mates  proved  woefully  inadequate.  In 
order  to  illustrate  the  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  per  acre  dmlng  this  period,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  at  this  point 
in  the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks, 
a  brief  table  showing  acreages  of  sugar¬ 
cane  in  production  and  average  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar  per  acre.  It  will  be  noted 
that  production  increased  in  every  year 
except  1951,  during  which  the  crop 
suffered  severe  freeze  damage.  The  per¬ 
centage  of  increase  is  just  under  45  per¬ 
cent. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Sugarcane  production  per  acre 


Crop  year 

Total 

acreage 

Production 
per  aero 

304g  . 

Thouiond^ 

349 

330 

341 

339 

347 

398 

2H9 

»247 

Tom 

1.418 

1. M2 
1.082 
1.228 
1.788 
1.892 

2.  (H»l 
»  2.  049 

. 

IQ.f'rfI  . . 

1951  . 

1952  . 

1953  . 

1954  . 

1955  . 

1  Estimated. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  the  Sugar 
Act  provides  for  perhaps  the  most  ex¬ 
tensive  and  detailed  set  of  controls  over 
production  and  distribution  of  sugar  in 
this  country  that  we  have  ever  had  on 
any  commodity  in  peacetime.  Included 
in  these  controls  is,  of  course,  the  power 
to  reduce  acreages  in  order  to  prevefit 
piling  up  of  excess  quantities  of  sugar 
which  cannot  be  sold  within  the  fixed 
quotas.  While  I  quarrel  occasionally 
with  the  Secretai'y  of  Agriculture  on 
the  way  in  which  he  uses  this  power,  I 
entirely  agree  that  it  is  necessary  that 
he  have  the  authority. 

Mr.  President,  from  the  foregoing 
table  Senators  can  see  that  the  acreages 
planted  in  sugarcane  have  been  dras¬ 
tically  reduced.  In  the  1954  crop  a  re¬ 
duction  of  10  percent  was  imposed.  For 
last  year’s  crop  a  further  cut  of  8  per¬ 
cent  was  made,  and  the  most  drastic 
cut  of  all  has  been  ordered  into  effect 
for  1956.  This  latest  reduction  was 
about  an  average  of  12  percent. 

I  must  also  admit  that  despite  the 
acreage  cuts  which  the  Secretary  has 
imposed,  the  producers  of  sugarcane 
have  managed  to  accumulate  a  very 
burdensome  surplus.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  inserted  at  this  point 
in  the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks, 
a  table  giving  the  data  on  production 
and  stocks  over  the  years  since  the  last 
time  the  Sugar  Act  was  amended. 
Stocks  on  hand  increased  six  times  dur¬ 
ing  this  period,  and  it  should  be  re¬ 
membered  that  these  stocks  could  not 
be  sold  at  all,  because  the  Sugar  Act 
forbids  sales  in  excess  of  allotted  quotas. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sugar  production  and  stocks  in  the  sugar¬ 
cane  area 


ITlionsiinds  of  tons] 


Year 

Total  pro¬ 
duction 

Jan.  1 
Etorks 

500 

61 

. 

JM! . 

417 

no 

1952 . 

095 

55 

1953 . 

tun 

64 

19M_ . 

610 

PK) 

1955. . 

1  575 

390 

1956 . 

379 

>  Estimated,  ' 


Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  Senators 
will  recall  my  unsuccessful  efforts  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  session  last  year  to 
obtain  consideration  for  the  bill  which 
we  are  presently  discussing.  Failing  to 
do  that,  I  proposed  that  at  least  the 
emergency-purchase  program  provisions 
should  be  adopted  by  unanimous  agree¬ 
ment. 


February  7 

It  was  much  appreciated  by  me  and  by 
the  sugar  producers  in  Louisiana  that 
even  the  opponents  of  this  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  agreed  to  that  action,  which 
means  that  100,000  tons  of  the  surplus 
stocks  are  being  disposed  of  outside  the 
United  States.  The  special  difficulties 
of  the  sugarcane  area  were  recognized  by 
the  allocation  of  71,500  tons  of  this 
amount  for  purchase  of  sugar  produced 
from  sugarcane. 

As  helpful  as  that  action  has  undoubt¬ 
edly  been,  a  mere  glance  at  the  figures 
will  show  that  it  is  something  like  taking 
an  aspirin  tablet  to  ease  a  severe  mi¬ 
graine  headache,  so  far  as  meaningful 
relief  to  sugarcane  producers  is  con- 
ceimed.  It  will  be  many  years  before  our 
sugarcane  growers  will  even  be  able  to  re¬ 
plant  the  acres  they  have  been  forced  to 
abandon. 

Not  only  has  production  per  acre  been 
increased  steadily  and  substantially,  but, 
perhaps  even  more  important,  varieties 
which  are  remarkably  resistent  to  cold 
weather  have  been  developed.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  only  a  few  weeks  ago,  one  of  the 
worst  freezes  in  history  affected  a  part 
of  the  Florida  area.  For  6  nights  in  suc¬ 
cession,  for  as  many  as  8  hours  each 
night,  the  cane  in  the  fields  was  frozen. 
In  former  years,  this  would  have  meant 
certain  destruction  for  the  cane  for 
sugar-production  purposes.  I  under¬ 
stand,  however,  that  the  crop  is  being 
steadily  ground  into  sugar,  and  that  it 
will  be  only  a  little  short  of  expectations. 

This  situation,  Mr.  President,  makes  it 
extremely  important  that  the  proportion 
of  55  percent  of  our  future  increases  in 
consumption  be  given  to  our  domestic 
producers,  with  priority  to  our  cane  and 
sugar-beet  growers.  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  only  50  percent  of  future 
growth.  If  the  Senate  passes  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  the  chief  problem  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  will  be  to  resolve  this 
difference.  I  believe  it  is  important  to 
have  other  Senators  express  themselves 
strongly  on  this  point,  in  order  that  the 
conference  committee  will  know  they 
have  a  mandate  on  this  issue. 

The  figure  represents  the  minimum 
share,  without  consideration  of  the  in¬ 
equities  involved.  Senators  should  al¬ 
ways  recall  that  what  we  are  dealing 
with  here  is  a  unique  situation  in  which 
we  are  guaranteeing  our  own  markets, 
at  stable  prices,  to  foreign  producers. 
Certainly  a  great  number  of  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers  of  other  commodities  produced 
abroad  and  imported  into  the  United 
States  would  like  to  have  even  5  percent 
of  the  expansion  of  our  domestic  demand 
for  the  commodities  they  have  to  import 
over  tariff  walls. 

Mr.  BARRETT  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thurmond  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  BARRE’IT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  in  receipt  of  a  communication  from 
Mr.  John  A.  O’Donnell,  attorney  at  law, 
relative  to  some  testimony  he  presented 
on  the  pending  measure,  in  an  appear¬ 
ance  before  the  Finance  Committee.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  his  letter  to 
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me,  together  with  excerpts  from  his  tes¬ 
timony  before  the  Finance  Committee, 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record, 
in  connection  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  excerpts  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Washington,  D.  C.,  February  7,  1956. 

In  re  Sugar  Act  extension  (H.  R.  7030). 

The  Honorable  Mike  Mansfield, 

Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Mansfield  :  I  am  writing  you 
as  a  member  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  with  a  known  keen  Interest  in 
Phllippine-American  relations,  to  bring  to 
your  attention  the  fact  that  the  Philippines 
is  the  only  foreign  supplier  singled  out  under 
this  proposed  legislation  from  benefits  of 
increased  quotas. 

To  begin  with,  I  wish  to  make  It  abso¬ 
lutely  clear  that  we  take  no  position  with 
respect  to  what  share  of  the  United  States 
sugar  market  Congress  should  allot  to  United 
States  producers.  Congress  not  only  has  the 
right,  but  the  duty,  to  look  after  the  best 
interests  of  the  domestic  economy  of  the 
United  States  first.  Philippine  claims  go 
solely  to  whatever  share  of  the  market  is 
left  for  division  among  foreign  suppliers. 

You  will  recall  that,  in  the  first  session  of 
the  84th  Congress,  the  Philippine  Trade  Re¬ 
vision  Act  of  1955  was  reported  favorably  by 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
passed  by  the  Congress,  wherein  there  is  a 
proviso  in  article  2,  paragraph  1,  as  follows: 

“The  establishment  herein  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  amounts  of  Philippine  raw  and 
refined  sugar  that  may  be  entered  or  with¬ 
drawn  from  warehouses,  in  the  United  States 
for  consumption,  shall  be  without  prejudice 
to  any  increases  which  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  might  allocate  to  the  Philip¬ 
pines  in  the  future.'* 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  you  will  bring  this 
proviso  to  the  attention  of  your  colleagues, 
together  with  the  contents  of  a  brief  memo¬ 
randum  attached  which  contains  substan¬ 
tially  the  facts  as  testified  to  by  me  before 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  on  January 
17,  1956. 

With  all  good  wishes,  I  am 
Sincerely, 

John  A.  O’Donnell, 
Counsel,  Philippine  Sugar  Association. 

Memorandum 

February  7,  1956. 

Re  Sugar  Act  extension  (H.  R.  7030). 

PHILIPPINES  SINGLED  OUT  FOR  EXCLUSION  FROM 
BENEFITS  OF  INCREASED  QUOTAS 

To  begin  with,  I  wish  to  make  it  abso¬ 
lutely  clear  that  we  take  no  position  with 
respect  to  what  share  of  the  United  States 
sugar  market  Congress  should  allot  to 
domestic  United  States  producers.  That  is 
a  responsibility  which  I  do  not  feel  it  appro¬ 
priate  for  me,  as  representing  a  foreign 
client,  to  come  before  the  Congress  to  sug¬ 
gest  what  they  should  allocate  to  a  domestic 
producer.  Congress  not  only  has  the  right, 
but  the  duty,  to  look  after  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  domestic  economy  of  the  United 
States  first.  Philippines’  claims  go  solely  to 
whatever  share  of  the  market  is  left  for 
division  among  foreign  suppliers. 

The  legislation  here  proposed  by  the  Exec¬ 
utive  Department  leaves  the  Philippines 
completely  out  in  the  cold  and  makes  no 
attempt  by  the  Executive  Department  to 
consider  the  Philippine  situation  in  this  in¬ 
dustry  on  its  merits.  An  examination  of 
the  comparative  economics  of  the  opposing 
claims  fully  discloses  that,  on  the  express 
objective  of  the  Sugar  Act  to  promote  for¬ 
eign  trade  of  the  United  States,  the  Philip¬ 
pines  only  purchases  in  the  United  States 


market  20  percent  less  than  another  large 
foreign  supplier  of  sugar,  yet  this  country 
enjoys  a  sugar  quota  here  200  percent 
greater  than  the  Philippines. 

In  1953  the  Philippines  purchased  $300 
million  worth  of  various  merchandise  from 
the  United  States  out  of  a  total  importa¬ 
tion  to  that  country  of  $380  million. 
Roughly,  70  percent  of  all  Philippine  im¬ 
ports  come  from  the  United  States.  In 
addition,  agricultural  products  account  for 
^0  percent,  of  which  dairy  products  is  No.  1; 
wheat,  tobacco,  coffee,  fish  products,  and 
cotton  follow  in  that  order,  ’The  Philip¬ 
pines  is  the  9th  best  market  for  American 
products. 

It  is  inconceivable  to  us  that  the  Philip¬ 
pines  who,  among  the  suppliers,  probably 
needs  it  the  most  because  she  has  not  yet 
entirely  recovered  from  her  war -ravaged 
economy — the  result  of  her  loyalty  to  our 
cause  in  the  last  war — should  be  singled  out 
for  such  discrimination.  Her  economy  is 
still  plagued  by  trade  deficits,  unemploy¬ 
ment,  and  inflation.  Her  dollar  reserves 
are  gradually  being  depleted.  ’This  country 
that  before  the  war  had  always  had  a 
favorable  trade  balance  with  us  and  with 
the  world  has  piled  up  a  tremendous  trade 
deficit.  During  the  8  years  before  Pearl 
Harbor,  she  had  a  favorable  trade  balance 
with  us  in  the  amount  of  $257  million. 

During  the  8  years  after  Pearl  Harbor,  she 
piled  up  a  trade  deficit  of  $1,250  million. 
The  one  Philippine  industry  that  has  fully 
recovered  is  the  sugar  industry  and  there¬ 
fore  it  is  the  only  one  that  is  in  a  position 
immediately  to  contribute  to  the  solution 
of  this  problem  of  trade  deficits  and  unem¬ 
ployment  that  is  plaguing  the  country. 
This  Industry  is  also  the  chief  dollar  earner 
for  the  Philippines. 

PHILIPPINE  HOPES  RAISED  BY  UNITED  STATES 

TRADE  AGREEMENT  OP  195S  MAY  TURN  TO 

DISILLUSIONMENT 

At  the  hearings  held  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  on  the  proposed  Sugar 
Act  extention  on  January  16  and  17,  1956, 
the  Honorable  ’True  D.  Morse,  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  testified,  that  insofar  as 
the  foreign  suppliers  were  concerned  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  followed  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Department  of  State  in 
this  regard.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Latin 
America,  the  Honorable  Henry  F.  Holland, 
omitted  any  reference  to  the  Philippines  with 
respect  to  their  participating  with  other 
foreign  suppliers  in  any  increased  consump¬ 
tion  of  sugar  in  the  United  States.  Of  course, 
with  the  appearance  of  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  for  Latin  American  Affairs  at 
this  hearing,  representatives  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  readily  foresaw  little  or  no  chance  of 
their  being  recommended  for  participation. 
Perhaps  the  Department  of  State  was  relying 
solely  on  the  revisions  of  the  Philippine  ’Trade 
Agreement,  which  agreement  was  enacted 
into  law  in  the  1st  session  of  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  wherein  there  is  a  proviso  in  article 
2,  paragraph  1,  as  follows : 

“The  establishment  herein  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  amounts  of  Philippine  raw  and 
refined  sugar  that  may  be  entered  or  with¬ 
drawn  from  warehouses,  in  the  United  States 
for  consumption,  shall  be  without  prejudice 
to  any  increases  which  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  might  allocate  to  the  Philip¬ 
pines  in  the  future.” 

Since  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  did 
not  accord  us  any  recognition  in  their  report 
on  the  proposed  bill  insofar  as  sharing  in 
the  increased  consumption  in  the  United 
States  is  concerned,  the  Philippines  now  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  is  its  court  of  last  resort  and  to  it  it 
is  making  this  apjieal.  In  this  connection, 
the  Philippines  appeals  to  the  Members  of 
the  Congress,  knowing  that  they  have  always 
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had  the  Interests  of  the  Philippines  in  their 
hearts  and  have  been  most  friendly  to  it. 

It  is  Inconceivable  to  the  Philippine  people 
that,  after  thus  having  their  hopes  raised 
by  the  aforementioned  amendment  contained 
in  the  Philippine  TTade  Agreement  Revision 
Act  of  1955  that  their  principal  industry 
will  again  have  a  chance  for  expansion  in 
the  United  States  market,  we  should  now 
deny  them  a  share  in  Increased  quotas,  due 
to  increased  consumption,  while  giving  every¬ 
one  else  a  share,  their  disillusionment  would 
be  great,  indeed.  Her  share  at  present  stands 
at  approximately  11.6  percent  of  United 
States  sugar  consumption.  This  bill  would 
place  the  Philippine  sugar  industry  in  a 
straitjacket  as  far  as  this  market  is  con¬ 
cerned,  for  the  next  6  years  while  all  the 
other  suppliers  Increase  their  share. 

SUGAR  INDUSTRY  REQUIRED  13  TEARS  TO  RECOVER 
AFTER  TOTAL  WAR  DESTRUCTION 

Because  of  the  almost  complete  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  sugar  mills  and  the  limited  com¬ 
pensation  they  received  for  their  losses,  as 
well  as  because  of  the  loss  of  planters’  equip¬ 
ment  and  work  animals,  it  took  the  Philip¬ 
pines  13  years  to  completely  rehabilitate  their 
sugar  industry  and  it  was  only  the  year 
before  last  that  they  were  able  to  fill  their 
quota  in  this  country  and  have  a  surplus 
besides. 

During  the  13  years  after  Pearl  Harbor,  they 
were  unable  to  market  in  the  United  States 
some  8  million  tons  of  sugar  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $1  billion  in  value.  ’This  quantity 
of  sugar  was  filled  by  other  foreign  suppliers, 
and  the  United  States  collected  thereon 
import  taxes  of  approximately  $120  million. 

It  is  inconceivable  to  us  that  this  coun¬ 
try  that  suffered  the  most  in  lives  and  prop¬ 
erty  during  the  last  war  because  of  their 
loyalty  to  our  cause  and  who  needs  It  the 
most  because  she  is  still  licking  her  wounds, 
as  it  were,  should  thus  be  the  only  supplier 
to  be  excluded  from  any  participation  In 
increased  quotas  due  to  increased  consump¬ 
tion  in  this  country. 

THE  PHILIPPINES,  THE  SHOWCASE  OF 
DEMOCRACY  IN  ASIA 

The  Philippines  is  the  one  dependable  ally 
and  friend  that  we  have  in  that  part  of  the 
world  where  one-half  of  humanity  lives  and 
where  communism  and  neutralism  are  mak¬ 
ing  such  progress.  In  fact,  the  Philippines 
is  probably  the  only  country  in  that  part  of 
the  world  where  the  fight  against  commu¬ 
nism  is  succeeding  because  of  the  joint  efforts 
of  their  gallant  people  and  our  own. 

This  we  have  been  able  to  do  principally 
by  showing  the  people  of  the  Philippines  and 
the  rest  of  Asia  that  the  aspirations  of  peo¬ 
ple  to  raise  their  standards  of  living  can  bo 
better  attained  under  the  democratic  way  of 
life  than  imder  totalitarianism.  Just  at  a 
time  when,  according  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  his  press  conference  last  week,  the 
Communists  have  shifted  their  strategy  in 
the  cold  war  to  an  economic  contest  in  which, 
in  the  words  of  the  Secretary,  “defeat  could 
be  as  disastrous  as  defeat  in  an  armament 
race.” 

We  just  cannot  afford  to  tell  the  people 
of  the  Philippines  and  their  neighbors  who 
are  so  closely  watching  how  the  free  world 
treats  its  tried  allle'S  and  friends  that  not 
only  are  we  unable  to  help  her  Increase  her 
trade,  that  she  might  in  some  measure  re¬ 
cover  from  the  losses  she  suffered,  and  help 
her  in  rehabilitating  her  war-ravaged  econ¬ 
omy,  but  that  we  will  even  deprive  her  of 
her  traditional  share  in  the  sugar  market  in 
this  country. 

Under  the  Jones-Costigan  Act  of  1934,  the 
Philippines  was  allocated  15.41  percent  of  the 
sugar  consumption  in  this  country.  While 
they  were  flat  on  their  backs  immediately 
after  the  war,  the  Philippine  ’Trade  Act  of 
1946  was  appfoved,  converting  this  duty-free 
quota  into  an  absolute  quota.  The  imposl- 
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tlon  of  this  absolute  quota  was  strenuously 
objected  to  by  the  State  Department  in  these 
words : 

"Since  the  imposition  of  absolute  quotas 
Is  contrary  to  the  commercial  policy  of  this 
Government,  the  Department  recommends 
that  the  bill  be  amended  to  permit  imports 
In  excess  of  quotas,  provided  that  full  United 
States  duty  is  paid  on  Imports  over  and  above 
the  quotas.”  (Statement  of  L.  C.  Stlnebower 
at  hearing  on  H.  R.  4185,  November  15,  1946.) 

THE  ECONOMIC  CONTEST  IN  ASIA 


If  we  may  revert  to  the  statement  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  at  his  press  conference 
last  week,  he  stated: 

"The  way  to  counteract  Soviet  effort  is  not 
by  outbidding  in  sheer  amount  of  economic 
aid,  but  by  making  the  newly  independent 
nations  of  Asia  feel  that  their  needs  can  best 
be  satisfied  if  they  become  and  remain  part 
of  the  free  world.’’ 

On  April  11,  1955,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  in  a  message  to  Congress 
stressed  the  need  for  intensifying  our  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  free  nations  of  southeast 
Asia  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  a  rising  standard  of  living.  I 
quote  from  his  message: 

"The  motivation  behind  this  cooperation 
Is  twofold :  Our  fixed  belief  in  the  worth  and 
dignity  of  the  human  individual  whatever  his 
race  or  flag  may  be,  and  our  dedication  to 
the  principle  that  the  fruits  of  national 
growth  must  be  widely  shared  in  every 
society. 

"As  a  people  we  insist  that  the  dignity 
of  the  individual  and  his  manifold  rights 
require  for  their  preservation  a  constantly 
expanding  economic  base.  We  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  our  continued  economic,  cul¬ 
tural,  and  spiritual  progress  are  furthered 
by  similar  progress  everywhere.” 

THE  PHILIPPINES,  FRIEND  AND  ALLY 

Our  ties  with  these  people  are  close  Indeed. 
They  have  guaranteed  our  nationals  the  same 
rights  in  the  exploitation  of  commerce  and 
Industry  as  their  own  nationals.  We  have 
valuable  military,  naval,-  and  aerial  bases 
there.  They  have  stood  by  us  in  the  last 
war,  in  Korea  and  in  Bandung. 

Let  us  help  them  rehabilitate  their  war- 
ravaged  economy  so  that  they  may  be  able 
to  establish  a  better  standard  of  living  for 
their  people  and  play  their  part  in  the  global 
fight  against  communism  not  only  as  a 
trusted  friend  and  ally  but  as  the  showcase 
of  democracy  in  Asia. 

And  in  connection  with  communism,  I  am 
sure  that  all  of  you  have  seen  this  recent 
article  in  the  Washington  Post  under  date 
of  January  16,  1956,  wherein  it  is  headed, 
"Philippine  Red  Plot  Revealed,”  and  which 
goes  on  to  say: 

"The  Philippine  Army  said  today  it  has 
uncovered  an  elaborate  and  vicious  Com¬ 
munist  plot  to  cripple  the  national  economy 
by  Infiltrating  Philippine  labor  and  farm 
organizations. 


"Military  officials  said  that  the  plot  was 
brought  to  light  in  documents  taken  from 
captured  couriers  of  the  dissident  Hukbala- 
hap  Army.  They  said  the  documents  showed 
that  Communist  leaders  planned  to  re¬ 
double  labor  agitation.” 


This  shows.  Members  of  the  Congress,  that 
the  fight  in  the  Philippines  in  respect  to 
communism  is  still  going  on,  but  fortunately 
we  have  a  friendly  government  there  under 
the  dynamic  leadership  of  President  Mag- 
saysay,  who  is  on  the  alert  and  doing  every¬ 
thing  possible,  as  this  article  shows  to 
prevent  this  Communist  invasion. 


I  ple^  with  you,  gentlemen,  not  to  com¬ 
mit  this  act  of  discrimination  that  is  so 
apparent  that  it  is  bound  to  have  its  Impact 
on  the  thinking  of  the  Filipinos  and  all 
the  peoples  of  Asia, 


Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  ■will 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  briefly 
to  me?  _ 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer,  and  send  to  the  desk,  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  ask  to  have  read-. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  18,  in  the 
table  following  line  2,  opposite  “Cuba”, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  "33.8”  and 
in.sert  in  lieu  thereof  "27”;  opposite 
"Pei'u”,  to  strike  out  “4.0”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “8.0”;  opposite  "Dominican 
Republic”,  to  strike  out  “2.0”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “3.0”;  and  opposite  "Mex¬ 
ico”,  to  strike  out  “4.0”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “5.8”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senate  adjourned  last  summer,  I 
took  time  to  discuss  this  measure  at  con¬ 
siderable  length.  I  did  so  because  I  con¬ 
sider  this  bill  to  be  of  great  importance  to 
the  sugar  producers  of  our  country  and 
to  the  welfare  of  my  State.  I  intend 
to  speak  only  briefly  today. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  Wyoming 
know  of  my  long  and  deep  interest  in 
the  production  of  sugar  beets  in  our 
State. 

The  roots  of  the  sugar  beet  travel  6  or 
7  feet  into  the  soil,  enriching  it  evei-y 
inch  of  the  way.  When  sugar  beets  are 
grown  in  rotation  with  other  crops,  they 
promote  soil  equilibrium.  Instead  of 
mining  the  soil  or  robbing  the  soil,  as 
some  crops  may  do,  the  sugar  beet  in¬ 
creases  soil  fertility  as  long  as  rotation 
practices  are  followed.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  sugar  beet  returns  almost  every¬ 
thing  it  takes  from  the  soil.  The  very 
nature  of  the  sugar  beet  itself  and  the 
rotation  system,  Mr.  President,  make  it 
abundantly  clear  why  fai’m  conditions 
improve  when  sugar  beets  are  grown. 

The  byproducts  of  sugar  beets,  such  as 
beet  tops,  pulp,  and  molasses,  have  made 
possible  the  tremendous  cattle-feeding 
and  lamb-feeding  business  in  the  Moun¬ 
tain  West.  I  may  say,  Mr.  President, 
as  I  have  said  before,  that  the  tops  from 
an  acre  of  sugar  beets  are  reckoned  to 
have  a  feeding  value  equivalent  to  that 
of  1  ton  of  alfalfa.  Is  it  any  wonder, 
then,  that  the  Western  States  are  deeply 
interested  in  the  sugar  beet  industry, 
inasmuch  as  millions  of  cattle  and  sheep 
are  fattened  each  year  in  the  sugar  beet 
areas?  In  many  communities  in  the 
west  the  feeding  operation  means  the 
building  of  an  entirely  new  business 
operation.  Feeding  operations  are  gen¬ 
erally  conducted  in  the  corn  States  of 
the  Middle  West.  Flveryone  must  agree 
that  this  great  industry  must  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  grow  with  the  country. 

I  congratulate  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  for  bringing  in  this  bill  de¬ 
signed  to  restore  to  domestic  producers 
their  historic  share  in  the  growth  of  the 
United  States  sugar  market.  This  leg¬ 
islation  opens  the  way  for  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  to  participate  in  the  larger  mar¬ 
ket  coi^tantly  being  created  by  an  in¬ 
crease  in  our  population  resulting  in  the 
growth  of  the  consumption  of  sugar. 


February  7 

Let  me  make  clear  that  in  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  consideration  of  the  amendments 
to  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  I  was  hopeful 
that  a  more  generous  increase  in  quota 
could  be  made  available  to  domestic 
sugar  beet  and  sugarcane  growers  than 
is  provided  by  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  After  consulting  with  leaders  of 
the  industry  in  my  State  I  have  been 
assm’ed  that  the  bill  includes  the  prin¬ 
ciples  for  which  the  industry  contends, 
and  consequently  merits  the  support  of 
all  friends  of  the  industry. 

However,  there  is  one  point  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  administration  of  the 
act  which  I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate.  There  are  areas  in  my 
State — and  I  am  sure  there  are  such 
areas  in  many  other  States — which  have 
not  received  an  acreage  allocation  for 
1956  suflScient  to  meet  their  needs. 

The  national  total  for  1956  allocated 
to  sugar  beets  amoimts  to  850,000  acres. 
That  total  is  allocated  to  growers  in  the 
various  States  on  a  historic  production 
basis.  Each  year  circumstances  prevent 
nearly  every  State  from  planting  its 
total  acreage.  In  some  cases  the  deficit 
is  slight.  For  example,  Wyoming’s  de¬ 
ficit  last  year  was  only  100  acres.  How¬ 
ever,  42,204  acres  of  the  total  of  850,000 
acres  of  sugar  beets  were  not  planted 
last  year.  Michigan  failed  to  plant 
15,806  acres.  For  one  reason  or  another 
the  following  States  failed  to  plant  their 
quotas  by  the  amounts  indicated;  Cali¬ 
fornia,  10,410  acres;  Colorado,  6,715 
acres;  Wisconsin,  5,665  acres.  Ten  other 
States  failed  to  reach  their  quotas  by 
small  acreages. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Sugar  Divi¬ 
sion  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
should  make  immediate  plans  to  change 
its  system  so  that  quick  determinations 
of  the  deficit  areas  could  be  made,  in 
order  that  the  unplanted  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  in  certain  States  could  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  States  so  badly  in  need  of  addi¬ 
tional  acreage.  It  seems  to  me  that  if 
the  officials  in  charge  of  this  program  are 
vigilant  and  alert,  the  greater  part  of 
the  42,000  unused  acres  of  allotment  can 
be  promptly  made  available  to  the  States 
like  my  own,  which  need  additional  acre¬ 
age  so  badly. 

I  am  supporting  this  bill,  but  I  do  so 
on  the  assumption  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  will  take  immediate  steps 
to  remedy  the  situation  with  respect  to 
the  transfer  of  acreage  allotments  from 
deficit  States  to  other  States  before  the 
planting  season  begins.  In  view  of  the 
crying  need  for  additional  sugar  beet 
acreage  in  so  many  areas  of  the  West, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  could  make  a  great  contri¬ 
bution  by  transferring  this  acreage  as 
quickly  as  possible  when  it  becomes  avail¬ 
able.  To  my  way  of  thinking,  it  is  the 
clear  duty  of  the  Sugar  Division  to  take 
such  action. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  Pi*esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  connection  with  the 
subject  of  quick  transfers  of  acreage  allo¬ 
cations,  would  any  such  transfers  made 
this  year  be  prejudicial  to  the  allotment 
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made  next  year  to  the  State  relinquish¬ 
ing  a  part  of  its  acreage? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  No,  sir;  it  would  not. 
The  State  would  not  lose  its  historic 
allotment  under  the  act.  The  acreage 
could  be  transferred  to  other  States  on 
a  temporai-y  basis,  so  that  they  might 
plant  additional  acres  for  that  particu¬ 
lar  year. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  planting  seasons 
of  the  various  States  begin  at  different 
times;  do  they  not? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  quite 
correct. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Therefore  it  would  be 
of  some  moment  to  have  a  quick  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  proper  division,  even  if 
it  were  to  apply  to  this  season.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  For  example,  in  the  State 
of  Michigan  15,000  acres  were  not 
planted  last  year.  If  that  were  known 
by  the  first  of  March,  those  15,000  acres 
could  be  easily  transferred  to  States  like 
Nebraska,  which  the  Senator  represents 
in  part  so  admirably,  and  my  own  State 
of  Wyoming,  and  to  other  States  in  the 
West  where  the  planting  season  is  later 
than  it  is  in  Michigan. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Is  there  any  reason 
why  prompt  action  cannot  be  taken  if 
there  is  the  will  to  do  it? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  None  whatsoever,  in 
my  opinion. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  the  Senator  able  to 
say  why  some  of  these  discrepancies 
appeared  in  the  planting  statistics  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  every  State  in  the  Union,  but  I  do 
know  that  in  the  Western  States  there 
was  a  severe  drought  last  year.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  that  would  account  for  some 
of  the  cuts  in  acreage.  In  some  States, 
like  my  own,  there  were  terrific  floods 
during  the  planting  season;  and  no 
doubt  that  fact  accounted  for  some  re¬ 
duction  in  Wyoming  and  the  same  situa¬ 
tion  prevailed  elsewhere. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
planting  and  harvesting  of  sugar  beets 
require  a  comparatively  high  expendi¬ 
ture  and  investment  in  the  initial  stages, 
as  well  as  in  the  harvesting? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  In  order  that  any  grower 
may  take  advantage  of  increases  which 
might  be  available,  he  must  necessarily 
have  the  information  in  advance  oi  the 
planting  season,  so  that  he  may  make  his 
plans  accordingly. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  value  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  because  he 
has  had  great  experience  in  this  field. 
In  the  Senator’s  opinion  would  it  be  pos¬ 
sible  that  a  part  of  the  planting  which 
was  not  made  was  accounted  for  by  the 
fact  that  in  individual  instances  the 
farmers  did  not  feel  that  they  had  suffi¬ 
cient  acreage  to  justify  planting  for  that 
year? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  That  might  be  true 
in  some  instances.  However,  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  believe  that  the  big  cuts  in 
Michigan  and  Wisconsin,  for  example. 


have  been  occasioned  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  greater  profits  were  possible 
from  other  crops  than  sugar  beets. 
That  is  not  true  in  the  Mountain  States, 
since  the  growing  of  sugar  beets  is  so 
profitable  in  the  irrigated  areas. 

Mr .  ALLOTT.  I  should  like  to  ask  one 
further  question.  Since  the  compara¬ 
tively  high  mechanization  of  sugar-beet 
planting  and  harvesting,  is  it  not  true 
that  the  advantage  of  the  average  farmer 
would  be  far  better  served  by  a  bill  pro¬ 
viding  a  program  of  some  duration— for 
example,  6  years — so  that  the  farmer 
may  plan  for  the  future,  rather  than 
a  bill  providing  for  a  short  program, 
such  as  the  one  suggested  a  while  ago 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  ? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  is  eminently  correct.  Of  course, 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  has  been  on  the 
books  for  more  than  6  years,  with  1  slight 
amendment  in  1951,  as  the  Senator  well 
knows. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Idaho. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  am  delighted  to  be 
able  to  participate  in  this  discourse  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  with  my  able 
colleague,  the  senior  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Barrett]  who  comes  from  a 
neighboring  State,  and  who  has  worked 
diligently  and  hard  for  the  enactment 
of  a  bill  which  would  be  satisfactory  to 
the  sugar-beet  growers  of  Idaho,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  all  other  areas  of  the  country. 

Knowing  him  to  be  a  profound  student 
of  the  subject,  I  should  like  to  propound 
a  few  questions  to  him  so  that  as  it  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Record  the  debate  on  the 
sugar  bill  will  be  clear. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Before  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  propounds  an  inquiry  to  me, 
let  me  disclaim  any  superior  knowledge 
in  the  field  of  sugar  production.  I  am 
only  a  country  lawyer  trying  to  do  the 
best  job  I  can  to  help  the  people  of  my 
State.  I  do  not  claim  to  be  an  expert 
in  this  field,  although  I  believe  I  know 
something  about  the  needs  of  the  sugar- 
beet  industry  of  the  West.  As  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  knows  very  well,  we  are 
hopeful  of  getting  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  may  say  that  al¬ 
though  the  Senator  may  not  know  all 
the  technical  answers,  it  is  a  fact  that 
he  has  worked  hard  to  do  all  he  can  for 
the  sugar-beet  industry  of  this  country. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Would  the  Senator  be 
kind  enough  to  tell  me,  in  rough  figures, 
about  how  many  additional  acres  the 
bill,  if  it  should  be  enacted,  would  allow 
us  in  Idaho,  say,  in  the  year  1962? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Well,  I  may  say  to 
/my  distinguished  colleague,  that  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  predict  just  what 
the  increase  might  be  by  1962.  However,  < 
I  can  say  that,  as  the  Senator  well  knows, 
under  the  bill  the  first  165,000  tons  over 
and  above  the  estimate  of  the  8,350,000 
tons,  which  was  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  December  1st  last  year, 
will  go  to  the  domestic  sugar-beet  and 
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sugarcane  producers,  divided  51%  per¬ 
cent  to  the  sugarcane  producers  and 
48%  percent  to  the  sugar-beet  producers. 

In  my  judgment  that  will  result  in  an 
increase  in  1956,  this  year.  I  anticipate 
that  before  the  first  of  March  the  Secre¬ 
tary  .of  Agriculture  might  very  well  be 
able  to  say  that  the  consumption  in  1956 
will  be  8,450,000  tons,  instead  of  8,350,000 
tons  and  as  a  result,  100,000  tons  will  be 
available  to  the  beet  and  cane  producers 
of  this  country.  Therefore,  we  can  look 
for  some  increase  this  year.  If  the  in¬ 
crease  continues  in  1957,  as  I  expect  it 
will,  we  will  get  the  other  65,000  tons 
increase,  making  a  total  increase  to  do¬ 
mestic  producers  of  165,000  tons  over 
and  above  the  base  of  8,350,000  tons. 

Rlr.  WELKER.  I  believe  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wyoming  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  domestic  sugar- 
beet  producer  has  received  very  little  of 
the  grease  in  the  fryingpan  that  has  not 
already  been  burned. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  agree  with  my  col¬ 
league  wholeheartedly.  I  can  only  say 
that  from  1948  to  1955,  the  consumption 
of  sugar  in  this  country  increased  from 
7,200,000  to  8,350,000  tons,  and  that  the 
domestic  producers  got  none  of  that 
increase. 

As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  we  will  get 
the  first  165,000  tons  of  additional  sugar 
consumption  in  this  country  right  off  the 
bat.  After  that  we  will  participate  in 
the  increased  consumption  arising  from 
the  increase  in  population,  on  a  basis  of 
55  percent  to  the  domestic  producer  and 
45  percent  to  the  foreign  producer.  Con¬ 
sequently,  I  am  sure  we  can  look  forward 
to  1962  for  considerable  additional  relief. 
Just  how  much  it  will  be,  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  state,  or  to  even  predict. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming.  I  know  the  Senator  can 
tell  the  sugar-beet  producers  of  the 
United  States  that  we,  the  American 
people,  corfsume  more  sugar  than  we 
produce;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Yes;  indeed  it  is  cor¬ 
rect.  We  produce  about  28  percent  of 
the  sugar  we  consume  in  the  United 
States,  as  such.  Of  course  there  is  sugar, 
produced  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  and 
in  the  Philippines,  which  comes  into  this 
country,  but  on  the  mainland  we  produce 
only  28  percent  of  the  sugar  we  consume. 

Mr.  WELKER.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  has  long  complained  about  the 
philosophy  of  Government  which  per¬ 
mitted  us  to  give  the  benefits  of  increased 
production  to  offshore  islands  and  coun¬ 
tries  far  away.  He  has  always  felt  that 
the  domestic  producer,  whether  he  be  a 
cane  or  beet  sugar  producer,  should  be 
given  a  right  to  live  and  earn  income 
from  his  farm.  I  have  complained,  as 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  has,  and  as 
other  Senators  have,  about  the  very  large 
percentage  of  the  increased  domestic 
sugar  requirements  being  supplied  by 
overseas  producers,  ^yhen  we  have  World 
War  II  veterans  in  our  States  who  de¬ 
pend  on  a  cash  return  from  sugar-beet 
fields,  but  who  are  handicapped  because 
someone  overseas  is  getting  the  benefit 
of  the  increased  consumption  in  the 
United  States. 

During  the  colloquy  between  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  and  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright] 
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I  heard  the  question  asked,  why  the  bill 
was  coi^idered  by  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance.  I  am  wondering  whether  it 
should  not  have  been  considered  by  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  inasmilbh 
as  we  seem  to  be  bailing  out  everyone  else 
but  the  farmer  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  believe  it  is  time 
that  we  give  the  American  farmers  a 
break.  I  am  hopeful  we  will  get  this  bill 
enacted.  It  is  not  all  that  we  would  like 
it  to  be,  but  it  is  a  decided  improvement 
over  the  1948  act. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Would  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  the  delegation  which 
came  to  Washington  from  Wyoming  and 
the  delegation  which  came  to  Washing¬ 
ton  from  Idaho  took  the  crumbs  that  fell 
on  the  floor  and  had  to  say,  “All  right, 
we  will  take  them,”  but  that  they  were 
not  satisfied?  Is  that  a  fair  conclusion? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  would  not  go  quite 
that  far.  I  would  say  that  they  were  not 
too  happy  with  the  bill  as  it  came  out  of 
the  committee.  They  agreed  to  the  bill, 
and  they  have  advised  their  representa¬ 
tives  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House  that 
in  their  opinion  it  is  the  best  legislation 
they  can  get.  As  I  said  before  the  indus¬ 
try  as  a  whole  has  agreed  to  the  bill. 

As  I  said  earlier,  I  congratulate  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  other  members  of  his  com¬ 
mittee  for  bringing  this  bill  to  the  Senate 
floor.  I  hope  it  wijl  be  enacted  without 
amendment. 

Mr.  WELKZER.  Is  it  fair  for  me  to  say 
that,  if  everything  goes  well  and  the  act 
is  administered  as  it  is  intended  it  should 
be,  and  consumption  keeps  up  as  we 
anticipate,  we  of  Idaho  will  receive  an 
allotment  of  about  500 'acres  of  addi¬ 
tional  land  to  go  into  sugar  beet  produc¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  would  hazard  the 
guess  that  the  additional  acreage  in  the 
Senator’s  State  might  be  twice  that 
amount  in  1956.  In  addition  to  that,  I 
am  sure  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Idaho  heard  my  remarks  a  few 
moments  ago  to  the  effect  that  last  year, 
for  one  reason  or  another,  about  42,000 
acres  in  various  States  were  unplanted. 
I  am  suggesting  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  my  remarks  today  that  it 
take  steps  to  insure  that  that  implanted 
acreage  shall  be  allocated  to  other  States, 
where  additional  acreage  is  badly  needed. 
If  that  were  done,  I  am  sure  Idaho  would 
get  at  least  2,000  more  acres,  in  addition 
to  the  1,000  acres  I  mentioned  a  moment 
ago. 


Mr.  WELKER.  I  remember  talking 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wyoming  about  this  question  before  the 
planting  season  last  year.  I  wish  tc 
know  why  steps  were  not  taken  at  that 
time  whereby  the  sugar-beet  farmen 
could  have  paid  off,  or  reduced,  the  heavy 
mortgages  on  their  farms  and  farm 
equipment  and  could  have  had  a  better 
mode  of  living.  Why  is  it,  at  this  late 
nour,  that  we  have  to  tell  someone  to 
be  on  the  ball?  We  have  known  of  the 
Sugar  Act  since  1948.  I  wonder  why  we 
should  have  to  come  forward  at  this  late 
ho^  and  say  to  those  who  are  in  a  po¬ 
sition  to  take  action,  “You  feUows  be  on 
the  ball  and  do  better.”  That  is  what 
they  were  hired  for  in  the  first  place 


Mr.  BARRETT.  Since  the  matter  has 
been  called  so  forcefully  to  the  attention 
of  the  Sugar  Division  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  I  am  very  hopeful  that 
the  sugar  branch'  will  take  steps  in  the 
immediate  future  to  see  that  action  is 
taken,  before  the  planting  season  begins 
in  the  West,  to  transfer  allotments  from 
these  States  which  do  not  desire  to  *plant 
their  full  acreage. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  am  sure  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  knows  how  I  feel  about 
this  bill.  It  is  one  of  the  things  we  have 
to  take,  but  I  do  not  like  it  any  better 
than  does  any  other  Senator  on  this 
floor.  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  whether 
he  hkes  the  idea  that  40  percent  of  the 
Cuban  sugar  interests  are  owned,  con¬ 
trolled,  and  operated  by  the  capital  of 
United  States  citizens,  in  direct  compe¬ 
tition  with  the  farmers  of  my  State  and 
farmers  all  over  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
inconsistent  in  my  remarks.  As  I  said 
earlier,  while  I  am  not  entirely  happy 
with  the  bill,  nevertheless  I  do  appreciate 
the  fine  work  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
and,  under  the  circumstances,  I  am  going 
to  be  quite  content  with  the  bill  if  we  can 
pass  it  without  amendment. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  appreciate  the  work 
of  the  committee.  I  know  what  tre¬ 
mendous  difficulty  they  had  with  it.  I 
am  gi-ateful  that  they  did  not  give  every¬ 
thing  away  to  Cuba  or  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  might  bring  out 
another  point,  namely,  that  I  hope  that 
when  the  committee  goes  to  conference 
on  the  bill  that  it  will  bring  back  a  bill 
that  is  no  worse,  so  far  as  the  American 
producers  are  concerned,  than  the  bill  in 
its  present  form. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield,  so  that  I 
may  ask  the  Senator  from  Idaho  a 
question? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  mind  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  having  a  grievance 
against  Cuba,  but  when  he  attacks  Puerto 
Rico,  which  is  just  as  much  a  part  of  the 
Union  as  are  Idaho  and  New  Mexico,  I 
do  not  like  it. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  did  not  know  Puerto 
Rico  was  a  State. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  not  a  State,  but  it 
is  part  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Since  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  singled  out  Puerto 
Rico,  let  me  say  that  I  have  no  quarrel 
with  Puerto  Rico,  as  such,  or  with  Cuba, 
or  Haiti,  or  any  other  country,  but  there 
are  hundreds  of  thousands  of  veterans  to 
whom  we  promised  land,  and  they  are  not 
getting  a  dime  out  of  the  soil. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  want  the  people  of 
Puerto  Rico  to  have  prosperity,  too. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  well  as  the  people  of 
Idaho. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Not  only  the  people  of 
Idaho,  but  people  all  over  America. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  srield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  a  fact  that 
the  State  of  Wyoming  produces  about 
35,000  acres  of  sugar  beets? 
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Mr.  BARRETT.  We  have  planted  as 
much  as  50,000  acres,  but  we  have  been 
obliged  to  take  substantial  cuts  in  our 
acreage  in  the  past  few  years,'  and  we 
plant  only  35,000  acres  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  knows 
that  every  other  basic  commodity  has 
been  affected  in  a  like  manner,  and  will 
take  another  cut  this  year.  So  there  is 
nothing  unusual  about  that. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  know  that 
that  is  precisely  true  in  the  West.  So 
far  as  Wyoming  is  concerned,  the  wheat 
acreage  has  increased  considerably,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  the  sugar  beet  acreage 
has  decreased. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  do  not  raise 
wheat  in  Ar-kansas,  but  I  was  under  the 
impression  that  there  was  a  surplus  of 
wheat.  We  certainly  have  decreased  the 
acreage  of  cotton  from  about  26  million 
to  about  18  million  in  a  very  short  time. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  so  far  as  sugar  is  concerned 
and  so  far  as  wool  is  concerned,  we  pro¬ 
duce  only  about  a  third  of  the  wool  and 
less  than  a  third  of  the  sugar  we  con¬ 
sume  in  this  country. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Are  they  not  also 
the  only  two  agricultural  commodities 
on  which  there  are  support  prices  above 
90  percent  of  parity? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  sugar  producers 
of  this  country  are  not  subsidized  by  the 
Government.  It  is  true  that  there  is  a 
processing  tax  paid  by  the  sugar  re¬ 
finers  of  the  country  which  goes  to  the 
growers. 

Mr.  PTJLBRIGHT.  The  Senator  knows 
very  well  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Virginia  said  the  sugar  taxes  are 
paid  by  trie  consumers. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  is  correct 
about  that.  The  tax  is  not  paid  by  the 
consumer;  it  is  paid  by  the  processors, 
and  the  price  of  sugar  has  not  been 
raised  as  a  result  of  the  processing  tax. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Let  me  refer  to 
page  82  of  the  hearings  on  the  extension 
of  the  Sugar  Act.  I  read  from  the  middle 
of  that  page: 

The  Chairman.  That  Is  added  to  the  price 
of  sugar,  of  course. 

Mr.  Morse.  The  users  of  sugar. 

The  Chairman.  The  users  of  sugar  pay;  It 
Is  reflected  In  the  prlce«  like  the  gasoline 
tax. 

That  was  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee  [Mr.  Byrd], 
who,  I  think,  we  all  admit,  knows  some¬ 
thing  about  taxes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  have  a  very  high 
regard  and  deep  affection  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  follow  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  on  many  issues  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  but  on  this  particular  item  I 
certainly  do  not  agree  with  him  at  all, 
and  I  invite  attention  to  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Frank  A.  Kemp,  of  Colorado,  who 
appeared  before  the  committee,  repre¬ 
sents  all  segments  of  the  sugar  industry 
in  this  coimtry,  and  whose  testimony 
can  be  found  at  page  123  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  and  who  took  sharp  issue  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia, 
and  contended  very  forcefully,  and,  I 
think,  very  accurately,  that  the  proc- 
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essing  tax  is  paid  by  the  refiners  and  is 
not  passed  on  to  the  consumers. 

Mr.  FULBBIGHT.  I  am  informed 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  buys  a 
little  sugar,  and  he  feels  that  the  price 
is  passed  on  to  the  consumer. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Sugar  is  the  cheap¬ 
est  commodity  available  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  today.  The  price  has  not 
raised  materially,  for  a  great  many 
years,  except  during  World  War  I,  and 
World  War  II.  Dming  World  War  I  the 
price  went  up  to  15  cents  a  pound,  the 
highest  price  in  100  years.  We  can  com¬ 
pare  the  price  of  sugar  today  with  the 
price  of  sugar  50,  60,  or  70  years  ago,  and 
taking  into  consideration  the  value  of 
the  dollar  it  is  cheaper  today  than  ever 
in  our  history, 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Will  the  Senator 
agree  that  the  price  of  sugar  in  the 
United  States  is  higher  than  the  world 
price  of  sugar? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  agree  that  it  is 
higher  than  the  world  price  of  sugar, 
but  I  say  to  the  Senator  that  in  this 
country  the  children  are  educated  far 
better  than  are  the  children  of  Cuba, 
and  that  the  wages  paid  to  the  working 
people  of  Cuba  are  not  nearly  as  high 
as  those  paid  to  workers  in  the  United 
States.  If  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
wishes  American  labor  to  go  down  to  the 
standards  of  foreign  producers  then,  I 
suspect,  we  could  compete  with  the 
world  producers  in  a  measure,  anyway. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  know  whether  the  do¬ 
mestic  price  of  oil  is  higher  than  the 
world  price  of  oil  today? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  think  it  is. 

Ml-.  DWORSHAK.  Is  the  Senator  cer¬ 
tain  of  that?  .  . 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Yes,  of  course  it  is. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  that  the  oil  busi¬ 
ness  is  not  before  the  Senate  asking  for 
a  handout  from  the  Federal  Treasury. 
That  makes  a  little  difference.  If  we 
were  paying  the  oil  producers  an  enor¬ 
mous  subsidy,  the  question  might  have 
some  pertinence.  But  I  fail  to  see  any 
relevancy  of  this  matter  to  oil  or  to  any 
other  privately  produced  commodity. 

What  is  being  sought  here  is  to  have 
the  Government  pay  out  of  the  Treasury 
some  $64  million  a  year  in  a  direct  sub¬ 
sidy  by  the  operation  of  the  Sugar  Act. 
So  far  as  I  can  determine,  it  will  cost  the 
consumer  more  than  $300  million  a  year 
by  causing  the  price  to  average  about 
2  cents  a  pound  above  the  world  price. 
Using  the  figure  of  8,500,000  tons,  I  think 
the  cost  would  be  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$300  million.  So  this  has  nothing  to  do 

with  oil.  . 

But  if  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  will 
permit  me  to  do  so,  while  I  do  not  wish 
to  delay  him,  I  should  like  to  ask  him  one 
or  two  questions. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  First,  I  wish  to  make 
an  observation  in  answer  to  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas.  Not  only  do  the  American  produc¬ 
ers  of  sugar,  both  beet  and  cane,  receive 
the  benefit  of  the  higher  price  paid  in 
this  country,  but  also  the  producers  in 
Cuba  also  receive  the  benefit  of  the 


higher  price.  If  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  is  concerned  about  the  Cuban 

producers,  as  I  gather  he  is - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  American  consumers 
and  about  the  American  producers  of 
rice  and  other  commodities  which  are 
normally  and  naturally  produced  in  the 
United  States,  and  which  this  artificial 
product  is  destroying.  I  have  no  partic¬ 
ular  interest  in  the  producers  of  Cuba, 
and  I  said  nothing  which,  would  so  indi¬ 
cate. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  As  I  have  repeatedly 
said  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  sugar 
is  the  cheapest  food  commodity  avail¬ 
able  to  the  American  people  today.  I  do 
not  know  why  under  the  sun  he  picks  out 
sugar  and  says  it  ought  to  be  cheaper; 
it  is  today  and  so  much  cheaper  than 
anything  else.  I  think  the  record  shows 
that  the  producers  of  the  United  States 
have  made  available  a  supply  of  sugar  in 
this  country  sufficient  to  meet  the  needs 
of  our  Nation,  so  far  as  they  were  per¬ 
mitted,  and  at  a  price  that  is  wholly 
reasonable  and  much  below  the  price  of 
any  other  food  commodity. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  a  question  or 
two? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  shall  first  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  and  then  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  When  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  insists  on  saying  that  the 
sugar  producers  of  the  United  States  re¬ 
ceive  a  subsidy,  is  he  not  incorrect?  Does 
not  the  record  show  that  when  the  half- 
cent  tax  was  levied  on  the  processing  of 
sugar  in  this  country,  currently  the  tariff 
on  Cuban  sugar  was  reduced  from  $2  a 
hundred  pounds  to  50  cents  a  hundred 
pounds,  and  as  to  full-duty  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  countries,  it  was  reduced  from 
$2.50  a  hundred  pounds  to  62 cents  a 
hundred  pounds? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  is  correct. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  So  a  partial  proc¬ 
essing  tax  was  established  to  offset  the 
reduction — the  drastic  reduction — in  the 
tariffs  on  sugar. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  After  the  processing  tax  had  been 
levied  by  Congress,  the  price  of  sugar  did 
not  increase,  as  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  intimated  it  had,  but  remained 
stable  and,  certainly,  no  increase  was 
passed  on  to  the  consumers. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield^  « 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  has  spoken  of  saving  the  con¬ 
sumers  $300  million  a  year.  It  is  true 
that  perhaps  we  might  save  a  few  million 
dollars  if  we  piit  all  the  beet  and  cane 
growers  out  of  business.  But  if  it  is  de¬ 
sired  to  save  the  taxpayers’  money,  we 
could  reduce  the  amount  of  our  foreign- 
giveaway  program,  for  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  has  voted.  In  that 
way  we  could  save  billions  of  dollars  a 
year,'  perhaps  many  times  as  much  as 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  hopes  to  save 
at  the  expense  of  the  farmers. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  In  order  to  try  to 
bring  that  about,  I  have  voted  for  the 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  year  after  year. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  my  colleague  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  senior 
Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  wanted  to 
make  a  little  comment  for  the  ear  of 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas.  Having  lis¬ 
tened  to  his  argument  in  response  to  the 
statement  by  my  colleague,  I  fear  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  being  misled 
by  overlooking  the  turbulent  state  of 
commerce  in  the  world. 

If  the  Philippine  Islands  could  export 
the  sugar  which  is  produced  in  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  into  the  main  area  of  China,  all 
the  Philippine  production  would  be 
easily  absorbed  in  China.  If  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  Europe  were  not  torn  by  an 
economic  war  between  Soviet  Russia  and 
the  United  States  and  other  western 
free  countries,  then  the  price  of  sugar  in 
Europe  would  be  far  greater  than  it  now 
is. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  basing 
his  argument  upon  conditions  that  pro¬ 
ceed  from  the  international  situation, 
which  everyone  hopes  will  speedily  pass 
away.  The  Sugar  Act  was  passed  as  a 
substitute  for  the  tariff,  in  order  to  en¬ 
courage  the  production  of  domestic  cane 
and  domestic  beet  sugar  in  the  United 
States,  so  that  this  country  would  not 
be  at  the  mercy  of  the  offshore  pro¬ 
ducers,  who  sell  at  a  much  greater  price 
than  that  at  which  they  could  sell  if  they 
did  not  have  the  competition  from  the 
domestic  areas. 

While  we  preserve  the  right  of  the 
United  States  producers  of  cane  and 
sugar  beets  to  help  contribute  to  the 
consumptive  market  in  the  United 
States,  we  are  setting  up  a  barrier 
against  what  would  be  an  increase  in 
price  to  all  domestic  industrial  and  resi¬ 
dential  consumers  if  the  act  were  not 
upon  the  books. 

Mr.  BARRETT,  I  agree  100  percent 
with  my  distinguished  colleague  on  that 
point. 

I  said  earlier  today  that  the  only  time 
in  the  past  100  years  when  the  price  of 
sugar  got  out  of  line  in  this  country  was 
during  World  War  I,  when  hardly  any 
sugar  at  all  was  produced  in  the  United 
States.  Consequently,  we  were  at  the 
mercy  of  the  foreign  producers.  At  that 
time  the  price  of  sugar  went  up  300  per¬ 
cent.  I  think  that  proves  conclusively 
that  if  we  were  to  subject  the  American 
consumers  to  foreign  producers,  the 
price  of  sugar  would  be  much  higher 
than  it  is  today. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  In  other  words,  if 
we  were  to  yield  to  the  argument  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  we  would  be 
placing  the  consumers  and  the  produc¬ 
ers  of  the  United  States  at  the  mercy  of 
foreign  producers. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct,  in  my  judgment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr,  FULBRIGHT.  What  was  the 
price  of  sugar  in  World  War  II?  Why 
does  the  Senator  go  back  to  World  War 
I?  What  was  the  price  of  sugar  in  1943 
or  1944?  Was  it  15  cents? 
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Mr.  BARRETT.  It  went  up,  as  I  said, 
to  over  15  cents  in  World  War  L 

Mr.  FLTLBRIGHT.  What  about  World 
War  n?  What  was  the  price  of  sugar 
then? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  During  the  Second 
World  War  the  price  of  sugar  was  low. 
It  was  around  5.49  per  hundred  in  New 
York.  The  price  of  sugar  in  1950  was  7.8 
cents  a  pound. 

Mr.  FLTLBRIGHT.  What  was  it  in 
1944  or  1943? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  have  those 
figures,  but  it  was  not  so  high  as  the 
Senator  has  suggested. 

Mr.  FLTLBRIGHT.  It  was  not  SO  high 
as  it  is  now. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  But  the  increase  came 
about  because  Cuba  had  a  tremendous 
market  in  Great  Britain  and  in  Europe. 
Consequently,  Cuba  supplied  that  mar¬ 
ket  and  was  at  liberty  to  withhold  from 
the  American  market  as  much  of  the 
Cuban  product  as  it  desired.  Therefore, 
the  price  of  sugar  went  up  somewhat 
during  World  War  II.  But  it  did  not  go 
up  in  proportion  to  the  rise  in  the  prices 
of  other  commodities.  I  can  say  that. 

Mr.  FLTLBRIGHT.  Would  the  Sena¬ 
tor  permit  me  to  read  for  the  record 
1  or  2  examples  of  prices?  Let  us  take 
the  price  of  Cuban  raw  sugar  in  1947. 

I  am  referring  to’ pages  66  and  67  of  the 
hearings. 

The  price  of  Cuban  raw  sugar  in  1947 
was  5.03  cents. 

In  the  United  States,  at  New  York,  the 
price  of  raw  cane  sugar  in  January  1947 
was  6.03  cents. 

'  In  January  1955,  the  price  of  Cuban 
raw  sugar  was  3.17  cents. 

In  January  1955,  the  price  of  raw  cane 
sugar  at  New  York  was  5.96  cents. 

That  shows  the  great  spread  between 
the  world  price  and  the  price  in  New 
York. 

Mr.  President,  I  really  was  not  try¬ 
ing  to  argue  that  point  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  What  I  desired  to  bring  out - 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Before  the  Senator 
proceeds,  let  me  say  to  him  that  if  he 
wants  to  be  fair  about  it,  the  wholesale 
price  in  New  York  of  8  cents  a  pound 
which  he  mentioned  compares  very  fa¬ 
vorably  with  the  price  in  1880.  The 
price  then  was  9.6  cents.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  know  of  any  other  food  which  is 
made  available  to  the  American  people 
today  which  stands  on  a  level  similar  to 
that  of  sugar,  or  about  the  price  of  which 
it  was  75  years  ago? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  saying  that 
the  price  would  be  much  lower  if  it  were 
not  for  the  Sugar  Act.  . 

Mr.  BARRETT.  If  the  Senator  will, 
permit  me,  let  me  say  to  him  that  if 
sugar  producers  didn’t  have  to  pay  or  if 
the  growers  and  laboring  people  of  Amer¬ 
ica  could  be  persuaded  to  work  for  a  few 
dollars  a  day,  or  if  the  price  of  auto¬ 
mobiles  could  be  reduced  from  $3  000 
down  to  $600  or  $700,  then  I  think  we 
could  produce  sugar  in  America  in  com¬ 
petition  with  Cuban  sugar.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  wants  to  do  that,  then  America 
is  going  to  be  in  a  bad  way. 

I  want  to  keep  America’s  way  of  life 
as  it  is  today.  I  want  to  keep  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  on  a  standard  that  is  the  best 
in  the  whole  world.  If  we  are  to  suc¬ 


ceed  in  that,  if  we  are  to  keep  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  on  the  level  which  has  made 
this  country  great,  then  we  cannot 
adopt  the  philosophies  and  policies  es¬ 
poused  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FLTLBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming  completely  misinterprets  my 
point.  I  object  to  the  discrimination  in 
the  bill  against  other  legitimate  interests 
in  the  United  States,  the  consumer,  the 
producer  of  rice,  and  producers  of  all 
kinds  of  commodities  which  the  Cubans 
and  others  would  like  to  buy.  That  is 
why  I  am  interested  in  the  bill.  As  the 
Senator  has  indicated,  this  is  a  very 
unique  bill. 

I  wish  to  go  back  to  one  matter.  The 
Senator  has  said  that  his  State  pro¬ 
duces,  very  largely,  wool  and  sugar. 
They  are  two  agricultural  commodities 
which  are  supported  by  Government  in¬ 
tervention  and  governmental  subsidy  at 
considerably  above  90  percent  of  parity. 
There  is  a  bill  presently  being  considered 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  in  which  other  producers  of 
agricultural  commodities  are  seeking  to 
get  90  percent  of  parity  price  supports. 
We  are  not  asking  for  more  than  that. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
would  tell  me  whether  he  would  support 
an  amendment  which  would  adjust  the 
subsidy  so  that  sugar  would  be  given  a 
90  percent  support  price.  Would  he  ac¬ 
cept  such  an  amendment?  I  am  going 
to  offer  it.  I  wonder  if  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  would  meet  with  the  Senator’s  ap¬ 
proval. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  certainly  would  not 
accept  it,  for  the  very  good  reason  that 
the  American  sugar  producers  are  barely 
able  to  make  a  living  in  raising  sugar 
beets  as  it  is.  I  am  sure  that  is  true  of 
sugarcane. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  that  prices  for  sugar 
beets,  even  including  Sugar  Act  pay¬ 
ments,  reached  parity  only  in  1949,  and 
for  sugarcane  only  in  1950  and  1953. 
For  the  other  years  beet  prices  have 
averaged  93  percent  of  parity,  and  cane 
prices  84  percent. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  sme  the 
Senator  is  familiar  with  the  sugar  re¬ 
ports  published  by  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  Commodity 
Stabilization  Service,  Sugar  Division, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  for  October  1955.  I 
ask  him  to  look  at  page  19. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  do  not  have  it  be¬ 
fore  me. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  parity  price 
of  sugar  beets  in  1947  was  113  percent; 
•in  1946,  129  percent;  in  1944,  143  per¬ 
cent;  in  1945,  135  percent. 

I  submit  the  Senator  is  completely  in 
error  in  his  statement. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  why 
the  Senator  is  not  content  to  have  sugar 
producers  treated  4n  the  same  way  cot¬ 
ton,  wheat,,  tobacco,  and  rice  producers 
are  treated.  We  are  struggling  to  get  90 
percent  of  parity  support  prices.  We 
have  not  obtained  90  percent. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  want  to  tell  you 
why  I  would  not  be  satisfied.  There  are 
two  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  as  I  said 
before,  wool  and  sugar  are  deficit  com¬ 
modities,  so  far  as  this  country  is  con¬ 
cerned.  We  produce  only  about  one- 


fourth  of  the  sugar  we  consume  and 
about  one-third  of  the  wool  we  consume. 
The  other  commodities  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  mentioned  are  produced  in  sur¬ 
plus  in  this  country.  Consequently,  the 
United  States  is  trying  its  very  best  to 
bring  the  production  of  those  commodi¬ 
ties  in  line  with  domestic  consumption. 

I  wish  to  say  something  else.  As  far 
as  sugar  is  concerned,  the  excise  taxes 
are  paid  by  the  processor  and  not  pro¬ 
vided  by  an  appropriation  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  a 
tremendous  surplus  in  the  Treasury 
arising  from  the  excise  taxes  which  have 
been  paid  over  the  past  20  years.  It 
amounts  to  about  $300  milhon. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  take  it  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  answer  is  that  he  would  not  be 
satisfied  with  a  90-percent  support  price 
on  sugar.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  Wool 
Act  is  based  on  105-percent  prices  for 
wool?  It  seems  rather  strange  to  me 
that  just  those  two  commodities  should 
be  singled  out  of  all  the  agricultural 
commodities  produced  in  this  country, 
and  given  very  extra  special  treatment. 
I  am  not  willing  to  agree  to  it.  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  why  those  commod¬ 
ities  should  be  given  special  treatment 
above  the  treatment  given  to  rice,  cot¬ 
ton,  wheat,  com,  or  any  other  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity.  Merely  because  we  are 
able  to  do  it  does  not  justify  it,  in  my 
opinion. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr,  LONG.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  know  that-  there  have 
been  tremendous  cutbacks  in  sugar  acre¬ 
age?  For  instance,  in  my  State  acreage 
has  been  reduced  by  one-third.  With 
such  major  reductions  in  acreage,  the 
•  producers  need  to  have  more  than  90 
percent  of  parity,  I  never  knew  anyone 
was  planning  that  the  farmer  would  get 
only  90  percent  of  parity.  It  was  hoped 
that  the  farmer  would  get  as  much  as 
100  percent  of  parity,  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  why  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
or  anyone  else  would  want  to  try  to  re¬ 
duce  the  farmer’s  income,  merely  be¬ 
cause  farmers  are  getting  a  little  better 
than  90  percent  of  parity,  when  the 
objective  was  at  Jeast  100  percent. 

Mr.  BARRETT,  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana.  We  are  all  hopeful 
that  farmers  will  be  able  to  get  100  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  for  their  products. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  fact  that  farmers 
who  are  producing  cotton,  wheat,  rice, 
or  any  other  commodity  get  less  than 
90  percent  of  parity  does  not  mean  that 
we  like  to  see  that  applied  to  others. 
We  would  like  to  see  all  of  them  get  a 
better  price  than  90  percent  of  parity. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  share  the  objective 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  in  that 
respect.  I  will  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend  that  certainly  if  parity  represents 
the  fair  price  the  farmer  should  get 
compared  with  the  price  of  things  he 
buys,  he  certainly  should  get  100  percent 
of  parity. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  I  correctly  understand 
the  argument  of  the  Senator  from  Ar- 
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kansas,  and  I  have  heard  him  make  It 
several  times,  the  objective  is  not  merely 
to  reduce  the  income  of  the  sugar  farm¬ 
ers;  it  is  to  put  them  out  of  business 
completely. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  LONG.  He  is  proposing  to  run 
them  out  of  business  not  merely  to  re¬ 
duce  their  income. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  think  what  he  is 
proposing  certainly  would  have  that 
effect. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
desire  this  afternoon  to  discuss  certain 
aspects  of  the  sugar  bill,  particularly 
with  respect  to  its  impact  upon  the  rural 
life  in  a  great  many  of  the  States  of 
the  Union. 

Experts  tell  us  that  no  food  in  our 
diet  can  compare  with  sugar  as  a  source 
of  quick  energy.  Perhaps  it  would  be 
appropriate  for  us  to  help  ourselves  to 
a  couple  of  lumps  right  now,  if  it  would 
do  any  good  toward  facilitating  quick 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

This  generally  admirable  legislation, 
first  enacted  in  1934,  regulates  the  sugar 
commerce  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  am  at  this  point, 
I  should  hke  to  commend  particularly 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett],  and  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  wonder¬ 
ful  and  admirable  argument  and  exposi¬ 
tion  he  made  on  this  matter  last  sum¬ 
mer.  At  that  time  the  senior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  went  into  the  complete 
legislative  history  of  the  entire  sugar 
business  and  sugar  legislation.  I  know 
of  no  place  in  which  that  subject  has 
been  more  fully  or  completely  or  accu¬ 
rately  covered  £lian  in  the  speech  he 
made  before  the  Senate,  last  summer. 

Mr.  President,  this  legislation  has 
served  our  economy  well.  Chiefly,  it 
has  halted  the  cycle  of  “boom  or  bust,” 
once  so  characteristic  of  the  sugar  in¬ 
dustry.  Those  of  us  who  have  lived  with 
and  among  farmers,  particularly  farm¬ 
ers  who  grow  either  sugarcane  or  sugar 
beets,  can  well  remember  the  “boom  or 
bust”  characteristics  which  were  prev¬ 
alent  before  enactment  of  the  Sugar 
Act.  More  important,  that  act  has 
served  the  consumer  well,  by  maintain¬ 
ing  an  adequate  supply  of  sugar  at 
reasonable  prices. 

But  the  Sugar  Act  does  more  than 
regulate  the  commerce  of  sugar.  It  also 
exerts  a  powerful  influence  over  the 
health  and  stability  of  the  Nation’s 
agriculture,  for  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane  are  essential  crops  in  important 
sections  of  the  Nation.  In  many  areas, 
indeed,  one  or  the  other  is  the  key  crop. 

It  may  be  forgotten — and,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  Senators  who  today  have  spoken 
of  the  new  land  that  is  being  brought 
into  use  by  the  sugar  industry  may  be 
among  those  who  have  forgotten  it — 
that  sugarcane  was  being  grown  in 
Louisiana  even  before  the  United  States 
became  a  Nation,  and  that  it  had  become 
basic  to  the  economy  of  that  State  by 
the  time  George  Washington  was  elected 
to  his  second  term  as  President,  in  1792. 
This  is,  nevertheless,  the  case,  and,  in 


fact,  through  all  the  intervening  years 
agronomists  have  searched  in  vain  for 
an  adequate  substitute  crop. 

Sugar  beets  have  done  much  to  shape 
the  destiny  of  the  once-barren  West,  the 
magical  combination  being  that  of  sugar 
beets  and  water.  Ours  are  relatively 
new  lands — that  is  to  say,  relatively  new, 
when  compared  with  the  east  coast  and 
the  Thirteen  Original  Colonies.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  sugar  industry  has  figured  in 
our  Nation’s  history  for  more  than  a 
century. 

Mr.  President,  as  has  already  been 
pointed  out  by  other  Senators,  in  re¬ 
marks  they  have  made  on  the  floor,  al¬ 
though  the  great  increase  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  beets  in  Colorado  has 
come  about  in  part  as  a  result  of  the 
development  of  reclamation  projects — 
and  we  are  proud  of  them — 85  percent 
of  them  have  been  developed  under  pri¬ 
vate  initiative  with  private  capital, 
and  only  15  percent  of  these  irrigation 
developments  throughout  our  great 
State  have  been  made  with  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Pi’esident,  one  who  drives  an  auto¬ 
mobile,  flies  in  a  plane,  or  walks  through¬ 
out  our  State  will  find  old  canals  which 
were  built,  not  with  modern  steam  shov¬ 
els,  but  by  horny-handed  men  who  came 
West  and,  with  the  aid  of  a  slip  and  an 
old  mule,  built  ditches  from  the  rivers 
or  the  creeks  to  their  homes,  and  at¬ 
tempted — without  the  modern  means  of 
ground  leveling  which  are  now  avail¬ 
able — to  develop  and  maintain  a  real 
agricultural  economy  in  our  State.  I 
may  say  that  in  the  great  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado,  agriculture  is  still  by  far  the  most 
important  single  industry. 

Today,  sugar  beets  are  grown  in  22 
of  our  Western  States,  Colorado  ranking 
second  in  that  production.  Sugar  beets 
are  processed  into  sugar  in  71  factories. 
Thousands  of  individuals  and  hundreds 
of  communities  depend  directly  upon  the 
beet-sugar  industry  for  their  economic 
well  being. 

The  beet-sugar  industry  supplies  not 
only  the  raw  material  for  the  making  of 
sugar,  but  also  feed  for  cattle  and  for  the 
fattening  of  other  livestock:  and  it  sup¬ 
plies  off-season  employment  to  hundreds 
of  men  in  farm  areas  throughout  the 
West. 

Nor  is  the  production  of  sugar  the  only 
contribution  made  by  sugar  beets.  Beet 
molasses  and  beet  pulp,  two  of  the  valu¬ 
able  byproducts  of  the  manufacturing 
process,  are  highly  prized  by  the  cattle 
industry  as  finishing  feed.  The  leaves  of 
the  plant,  which  are  severed  from  the 
large  root  in  the  harvesting  process,  also 
are  excellent  stock  food,  having  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  nutritive  value  as  al¬ 
falfa  hay.  On  the  average,  the  by¬ 
products  of  an  acre  of  sugar  beets  will 
produce  a  little  over  300  pounds  of 
dressed  meat. 

Beyond  the  matter  of  byproducts,  the 
sugar  beet  is  of  extreme  importance  in 
crop-rotation  plans.  Many  farmers,  in 
fact,,  begin  their  calculations  with  the 
sugar  beet,  acknowledging  that  although 
this  sturdy,  adaptable  plant  will  not  be 
their  most  lucrative  crop  in  any  single 
year,  it  will  be  the  most  dependable. 


These  qualities — sturdiness,  adaptabil¬ 
ity,  and  dependability — not  only  make 
the  sugar  beet  a  highly  attractive  crop 
in  our  Western  irrigated  regions,  but  in 
many  cases  an  irreplaceable  crop.  This 
is  most  obviotisly  the  case  with  farmers 
confronted  with  soil  problems,  extremes 
of  climate,  and  the  like. 

The  efficiency  of  the  remarkable  sugar 
beet,  which  is  grown  in  the  United  States 
at  altitudes  ranging  from  below  sea  level 
to  over  7,500  feet,  is  matched  by  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  the  men  who  grow  them.  Effi¬ 
ciency  is  indeed  characteristic  of  our 
Nation’s  sugar  industry.  It  has  no  equal 
any  place  else  in  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  point  out  briefly 
that  nov/here  is  this  more  evident  than 
in  the  situation  jn  regard  to  the  seed 
itself.  Until  1923,  our  sugar-beet  fann¬ 
ers  depended  for  sugar  beet  seed  upon 
the  countries  of  central  Europe.  From 
the  beginning  of  large-scale  domestic 
production  in  that  year,  this  branch  of 
the,  industry  has  grown  to  the  point 
where  today  we  are  an  exporting  Nation. 

During  this  period  the  seed  has  under¬ 
gone  marvelous  changes,  wrought  by  men 
of  science  working  their  modern  miracles 
in  the  laboratory.  Today,  our  seeds  not 
only  produce  more  sugar,  but  they  also 
are  resistant  to  diseases  such  as  curly 
top,  a  virus  infection  which  once  threat¬ 
ened  to  wipe  out  the  industry  in  many 
States.  'The  development  of  sugar-beet 
seed  and  the  use  of  the  seed  in  the  United 
States  is  in  itself  a  fascinating  story, 
worthy  of  long  consideration  by  us. 
However,  in  order  to  speed  along  the 
debate,  I  shall  now  address  myself  to 
other  matters. 

Eually  great  strides  have  been  made 
in  the  development  of  special  machines, 
most  of  them  devised  by  the  farmers 
themselves.  Among  many  others,  we 
now  have  the  huge  mechanical  beet  dig¬ 
ger,  which  today  harvests  virtually  all  of 
the  crop  in  many  of  our  States. 

The  result  of  accomplishments  such  as 
these  has  been  steady  growth  in  produc¬ 
tion.  In  the  year  1923,  to  which  we  re¬ 
ferred  a  moment  ago,  yields  on  om’  best 
farms  averaged  8.5  tons  per  acre.  Thirty 
years  later  that  average  had  climbed  to 
14  tons,  an  increase  of  68  percent. 

The  skillfulness  indicated  by  the 
achievements  of  American  beetgrowers 
is  to  be  found  in  all  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas. 

Hawaii,  for  instance,  is  the  most  effi¬ 
cient  cane  sugar  area  in  the  world.  In 
1953,  production  of  a  ton  of  sugar  there 
required  but  2.93  man-days  of  field  work. 
Florida  was  a  strong  second  dui’ing  the 
same  year,  with  4.32  man-days  per  ton. 

We  can  properly  take  great  pride  in 
the  progress  made  by  these  fellow  Amer¬ 
icans  of  ours.  But  we  cannot  be  proud 
of  the  penalties  their  accomplishments 
have  provoked. 

For  to  the  extent  that  our  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  have  increased  their  eflaciency — 
as  they  have  w'on  more  sugar  from  each 
acre  they  have  planted — to  that  extent 
they  have  had  to  reduce  their  acreage. 

In  1954  and  1955,  for  example,  our 
mainland  cane  growers  suffered  acreage 
reductions  totaling  18  percent,  and  a 
further  cut  of  11.5  percent  was  author¬ 
ized  for  this  year.  Enforced  acreage  re- 
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ductions  in  our  western  beet  areas  aver¬ 
aged  10  percent  last  year  and  similar  re¬ 
ductions  were  ordered  for  1956.  The  re¬ 
duction  in  my  own  State  was  13  percent. 

Such  cutbacks  in  acreage  point  com- 
pellingly  to  the  challenge  those  of  us  in 
the  Congress  face  today,  for  they  are  the 
result  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

This  act,  as  we  have  noted,  regulates 
the  sugar  commerce  of  our  Nation.  As 
the  law  was  written  and  as  it  still  stands, 
however,  American  sugar  producers  are 
imprisoned  within  fixed  annual  quotas 
which  shut  them  off  from  any  expansion 
of  that  commerce. 

These  quotas,  covering  the  western 
beet  areas,  mainland  cane,  Hawaii,  Puer¬ 
to  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  total 
4,444,000  short  tons,  raw  value. 

That  is  considerably  less  than  half  of 
our  Nation’s  present  yearly  sugar  re¬ 
quirements.  The  remainder  is  purchased 
from  foreign  countries,  principally  Cuba, 
which  by  law  is  assigned  96  percent  of  our 
total  sugar  imports. 

But  of  course  our  annual  requirements, 
unlike  the  quotas  of  our  producers,  are 
by  no  means  fixed.  Inevitably  they 
change  as  the  size  of  our  population 
changes,  and  as  the  demands  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  require  more  sugar. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  estab¬ 
lished  the  quotas  of  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers,  the  annual  sugar  requirements 
of  the  United  States  totaled  7,200,000 
tons.  In  the  intervening  years  that  an¬ 
nual  total  has  risen  by  more  than  1  mil¬ 
lion  tons. 

Cuba  has  therefore  seen  her  market 
for  sugar  in  the  United  States  climb  from 
1,923,480  tons  in  1948  to  2,667,840  in 
1955  without  the  American  farmer  bene¬ 
fiting  to  the  extent  of  $1  from  such 
increase. 

Meanwhile  the  market  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  beet  sugar  producer,  to  cite  1 
example  in  contrast,  has  remained  fixed 
at  1,800,000  tons.  His  efficiency  has  not 
remained  fixed,  as  we  have  seen,  nor  his 
inventiveness  nor  his  energy.  Whatever 
progress  he  may  have  made  as  a  farmer, 
however,  he  has  been  kept  within  a  mar¬ 
keting  quota  established  8  years  ago,  and 
today  that  marketing  quota  is  being 
fought  for  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
The  only  choice  in  this  frustrating  and 
inequitable  situation  was  to  reduce  his 
acreage,  and  that  is  what  has  been  done. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  wish  to  compliment  the 
Senator  on  the  very  fine  speech  he  is 
making.  I  find  it  interesting  to  note 
that,  while  we  have  reduced  the  acreage 
of  our  own  sugarcane  producers  and 
sugar  beet  producers  by  about  one-third, 
they  have  been  compelled  to  find  ways 
of  increasing  their  efficiency  in  order  to 
stay  in  business.  If  the  mcrease  in  the 
market  had  been  attributed  to  our  own 
producers  instead  of  Cuban  producers, 
we  would  not  have  had  to  reduce  the 
acreage  of  our  own  farmers 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  from 
I^uisiana  is  entirely  correct  in  that 
statement,  and  I  appreciate  his  making 
It  at  this  point. 

Mr.  LONG.  All  we  are  asking  in  this 
case  IS  not  to  have  for  ourselves  what  the 


Cubans  have  had  up  to  now,  but  only  to 
share  with  foreign  countries  the  increase 
in  the  domestic  market  for  the  product. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes.  Nothing  is  so 
comparable  to  this  situation  as  the  pic- 
tm-e  of  a  man  being  grabbed  from  be¬ 
hind,  with  his  arms  pinned  to  his  side 
so  that  he  is  unable  to  move  them.  The 
sugar  beet  farmers  and  sugarcane  grow¬ 
ers  have  not  been  able  to  move  for  eight 
years. 

Mr.  LONG.  Does  the  Senator  know  of 
any  other  nation  in  the  world  in  which 
a  large  number  of  people  are  engaged 
in  a  production  industry,  which  has  gone 
to  the  extent  we  have  gone  in  sharing 
our  market  with  our  friends  overseas? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not;  and  I  do  not 
know  of  any  instance  comparable  with 
that  of  our  sugar  beet  and  sugarcane 
farmers,  who  have  been  so  generous  in 
cooperating  not  only  with  this  admin¬ 
istration,  but  with  the  preceding  admin¬ 
istration,  in  an  attempt  to  help  our 
neighbors  and  allies, 

Mr.  LONG.  In  time  of  war  we  call 
upon  cane  producers  and  beet  producer^ 
to  provide  us  with  large  quantities  of 
sugar,  which  are  needed  to  fight  the  war, 
when  our  outside  sources  of  supply  are 
cut  off,  and  the  entire  world  is  demand¬ 
ing  sugar.  It  seems  only  fair  to  keep 
them  in  business  during  peacetime. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  think  that  point  la 
well  made,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  statement. 

We  have  before  us  today  another  solu¬ 
tion  for  this  problem.  It  is  embodied  in 
the  Finance  Committee  bill,  which  would 
revise  the  Sugar  Act  and  extend  it 
through  December  31,  1962. 

I  digress  for  a  moment.  The  question 
has  been  asked  as  to  the  reason  for  a 
6-year  extension.  In  my  recent  ques¬ 
tions  of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett]  I  sought 
to  bring  out  that  point.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  better 
able  than  I  am  to  speak  of  the  necessity 
for  long-tenn  planning  for  the  cane  pro¬ 
ducers  of  his  State.  Speaking  for  the 
people  of  the  West,  and  for  the  sugar 
beet  producers,  it  is  necessary  that  they 
plan  for  the  future.  It  is  necessary  that 
a  farmer  be  able  to  dispose  of  the  prod¬ 
ucts  which  he  raises  on  his  farm.  He 
must  plan  whether  they  are  to  be  fed  to 
cattle  or  to  sheep,  and  what  sort  of 
material  he  is  to  have  on  hand.  He 
must  plan  as  to  whether  or  not  he  will 
build  compounds  for  his  sheep  and  erect 
sheep  fences.  He  must  decide  whether 
or  not  he  wishes  to  raise  cattle  and  build 
corrals  for  them.  It  is  an  occupation 
which  definitely  requires  planning. 

Mr.  LONG.  In  the  case  of  those  who 
produce  sugar  from  sugarcane,  there  is 
even  greater  need  for  being-  able  to  plan 
in  advance.  Sugarcane  is  a  3 -year  crop. 
The  cane  producer  plants  cane,  cuts  it 
back,  lets  it  grow  again,  and  cuts  it 
back.  A  cane  grower  must  plan  on  a 
3-year  cycle,  from  the  time  he  does  the 
original  planting  to  the  time  of  final 
harvesting.  The  cane  producers,  unless 
they  are  to  be  permitted  to  produce  from 
the  acres  already  planted,  must  in  effect 
plow  up  their  planting  and  destroy  their 
crop.  Therefore,  it  is  necessary  for 
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them  to  know  in  advance  how  much  they 
will  be  permitted  to  produce. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  all  the  coun¬ 
tries  which  supply  sugar  to  us.  Pro¬ 
ducers  who  plant  sugarcane  in  Cuba, 
Mexico,  Nicaragua,  Peru,  Haiti,  and 
other  countries  need  to  be  able  to  plan 
years  in  advance,  just  as  other  cane  pro¬ 
ducers  need  to  know,  years  in  advance, 
what  their  market  will  be. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
would  not  mind  answering  a  question. 
Is  it  not  true  that  what  he  has  said  in 
response  to  my  invitation  to  speak  on 
the  subject  is  that,  really,  what  the  cane 
producers  are  planning  today  will  deter¬ 
mine  the  position  in  which  they  will  be 
3  years  from  today,  with  respect  to  their 
plantings  and  crops? 

Mr.  LONG.  In  many  respects  that  is 
true. 

There  Is  a  further  problem  involved. 
Every  time  we  receive  an  acreage  cut¬ 
back  in  the  cane-producing  regions,  far 
from  not  planting  additional  seeds,  we 
must  plow  up  the  plantings  which  are 
already  in  the  ground. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much  for  his  explanation. 

The  basic,  most  urgent  element  in  this 
proposed  legislation  is  the  restoration  to 
American  sugar  producers  of  the  right 
to  grow  as  our  Nation  grows.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  this  bill  provides  that  the  domestic 
areas  will  be  given,  effective  this  year,  55 
percent  of  all  increases  in  the  United 
States  sugar  market  over  a  base  con¬ 
sumption  of  8,350,000  short  tons. 

Even  when  our  beet  and  cane  pro¬ 
ducers  will  have  obtained  passage  of  the 
pending  bill,  they  will  still  have  been 
more  generous  with  our  friends  and  allies 
than  any  other  segment  of  the  economy 
to  which  we  could  point. 

The  remaining  45  percent  of  consump¬ 
tion  increases  beyond  the  8,350,000-ton 
base  will  be  shared  by  foreign  countries 
exclusive  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  whose  quota  is  established  in  the 
Philippine  Independence  Act. 

Therefore  the  bill  gives  us  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  restore  to  our  American  pro¬ 
ducers  a  basic  right,  namely,  the  right 
to  grow  with  the  Nation,  and  not  to  be 
confined  within  a  straitjacket,  such  as 
the  one  in  which  sugar  producers  have 
been  confined  during  the  past  few  years, 
since  1948.  Instead,  the  bill  would  give 
them  an  opportunity  to  grow  with  the 
Nation  and  to  take  part  in  the  expansion 
and  in  the  use  of  our  agricultural 
products. 

It  is  a  most  modest  proposal.  Assum¬ 
ing  that  the  increase  in  the  Nation’s 
sugar  requirements  continues  at  ap¬ 
proximately  the  current  rate,  consid¬ 
erable  time  would  be  necessary  to  enable 
our  farmers  even  to  recover  the  acreage 
lost  by  enforced  cutbacks. 

Passage  of  the  bill  would  seem  to  be 
the  least  gesture  we  can  make  toward 
our  American  sugar  producers.  It  is  in 
fact — and  we  all  recognize  it — a  com¬ 
promise,  arrived  af  so  that  there  will 
be  no  further  delay  in  handling  what 
has  long  since  become  an  urgently  dis¬ 
tressing  situation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happly  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Air.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  my  good  friend  from  Colo¬ 
rado,  that  even  in  this  year’s  crop,  if 
the  prognostication  made  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  realized,  Cuba  will 
benefit  under  the  formula.  During  1955 
Cuba  was  allotted  2,859,840  tons.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  consumption  will  be 
in  excess  of  8,500,000  tons.  If  that  esti¬ 
mate  proves  to  be  correct,  Cuba  will  re¬ 
ceive  in  the  neighborhood  of  from  40,000 
to  50,000  tons  more  than  she  received 
last  year,  even  under  the  proposed 
formula. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  his  statement.  It 
is  comforting  to  know  that,  even  though 
the  American  farmer  will  perhaps  get 
back  a  little  of  what  he  has  lost,  our 
neighbors  will  also  be  able  to  profit  by  it. 

Mr.  President,  justice  and  our  national 
well  being  demand  not  only  that  our  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill  be  favorable,  but  that 
it  be  immediate,  and  without  any  of  the 
crippling  amendments  which  have  been 
suggested. 

Dr.  Elwood  Mead,  former  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Reclamation,  has  stated  that 
sugar  beets  are  the  one  crop  which  con¬ 
tributes  more  than  anything  else  to  a 
roimded-out  and  complete  agriciiltural 
program,  makes  the  largest  and  best  use 
of  the  surrounding  grazing  land  and  the 
largest  and  best  use  of  the  alfalfa  which 
is  grown,  and  gives  in  an  unusual  mea¬ 
sure  continuous  employment  for  the 
family  on  the  farms  and  a  more  stable 
income  than  anything  else. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  an 
editorial  published  in  the  Port  Morgan 
(Colo.)  Times  entitled  “Amend  the 
Sugar  Act.’’ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Amend  the  Sxjgae  Act 
One  of  the  early  matters  to  be  taken  up 
by  the  United  States  Senate  this  year  is  an 
amendment  to  the  Sugar  Act — an  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  of  vital  Importance  to  the 
agricultural  and  industrial  health  of  this 
area. 

The  House  of  Representatives  passed  an 
amendment  to  the  act  (H.  R.  7030)  last  July, 
but  time  ran  out  in  the  Senate  and  the 
rush  for  adjournment  prevented  action  by 
that  body.  Now  the  matter  is  coming  up 
again  and  it  is  hoped  that  the  Sugar  Act 
may  be  adjusted  early  in  the  session  so  that 
the  benefits  proposed  may  be  shared  by  the 
domestic  producers  of  sugar. 

It  would  be  impossible  to  underestimate 
the  importance  of  the  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  to  our  economy.  The  production  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States  alone  has  an  im¬ 
pact  on  the  lives  of  families  in  23  States,  and 
the  economic  benefits  are  felt  in  all  48  States. 
Last  year,  for  example,  more  than  $1  billion 
flowed  from  the  sugar  industry  into  the  na¬ 
tional  economic  bloodstream. 

Sugar  beets  represent  the  principal  cash 
crop  on  farms  in  21  States  and  are  processed 
In  more  than  85  factories  stretching  from 
Michigan  to  California.  Coming  closer  to 
home  the  sugar  beet  has  been  described  as 
the  “economic  backbone  of  western  irri¬ 
gated  agriculture — the  crop  that  brought 
modern  farming  to  the  west.” 

Legislation  should  provide  that  as  con¬ 
sumption  increases  beet  growers  should  share 


In  the  Increase  In  quotas  to  meet  the  in¬ 
creased  demand  of  consumers. 

Air.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  read  a  short  editorial  published 
m  the  Ordway  (Colo.)  Era  of  December 
22,  1955.  It  reads  as  follows : 

Sugar  Factory  To  Run  Next  Fall 

There  is  big  news  for  Crowley  Coimty 
this  week.  Good  news.  The  National 
Sugar  Co.’s  factory  at  Sugar  City  will 
operate  this  coming  fall.  •  •  •  The  sugar 
factory  operating  next  fall  will  not  only 
be  a  great  thing  for  Crowley  County,  but 
will  be  one  of  the  very  few  instances  where 
a  sugar  mill  has  ever  opened  again  after  once 
shutting  down.  Coming  at  this  time,  Mr. 
(Reginald  S.)  Carey’s  statement  that  the 
plant  will  operate  will  put  real  meaning  in 
the  old  wish  for  a  happy  and  prosperous  new 
year. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks, 
an  editorial  from  the  Ault  (Colo.) 
Progress. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Monosodium  Glutamate  Boon  to  Beet 
Industry 

The  sugar-beet  industry’s  contribution  to 
one  of  the  most  exciting  new  products  in 
the  food  world  has  been  told  in  the  October 
issue  of  the  Reader’s  Digest.  Over  30  mil¬ 
lion  people  in  the  United  States  and  Canada 
will  read  Frank  J.  Taylor’s  article  To  Make 
Your  Food  Tastier,  the  story  of  the  amazing 
properties  of  pure  monosodium  glutamate  as 
a  basic  flavor  enhancer. 

The  rising  demand  for  monosodium  gluta¬ 
mate  may  eventually  require  new  refineries 
with  the  capacity  to  salvage  all  the  gluta¬ 
mates  from  all  the  molasses  waste  of  all  the 
sugar-beet  mills  in  the  United  States  and 
Canada,  it  is  predicted  in  the  article. 

The  article  describes  the  acceptance  of  the 
product  throughout  the  entire  food  indus¬ 
try,  telling  how  it  helps  food  processors  to 
build  flavor  and  brand  preference  in  pack¬ 
aged  foods,  why  chefs  use  so  much  of  it  to 
make  restaurant  eating  more  enjoyable,  and 
what  it  does  to  make  homecooked  foods  more 
exciting. 

'The  sugar-beet  Industry,  with  Its  specially 
treated  molasses  residue,  Steffens  liquor,  pro¬ 
vides  one  of  the  very  satisfactory  raw  mate¬ 
rials  from  which  to  extract  the  glutamate. 
'The  widespread  demand  for  the  flavor  height- 
ener  has  not  only  eliminated  a  costly  dis¬ 
posal  problem  for  sugar-beet  mills,  but  it  has 
also  provided  a  byproduct  worthy  of  special 
consideration  by  the  sugar-beet  industry. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  an  article  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Denver  Post  of  January  3, 
1956.  It  was  written  by  Mr.  Bruce  Gus- 
tin. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Revision  of  the  sugar  quota  system  to  give 
American  producers  a  larger  share  of  the 
American  market  should  be  a  must  at  the 
1956  session  of  Congress.  ’The  United  States 
and  its  territories  produce  only  a  little  more 
than  half  of  the  sugar  we  consume.  Ameri¬ 
can  producers  are  not  even  allowed  to  sell 
all  they  produce.  Although  sugar  beets  and 
sugarcane  are  the  only  important  nonsur¬ 
plus  crops  raised  by  American  farmers,  the 
acreage  devoted  to  these  crops  has  been  cut 
and  cut.  Why?  So  Cuba  can  hog  a  larger 
share  of  the  American  market. 

As  a  result  of  the  population  growth.  It  Is 
estimated  that  sugar  consumption  in  the 
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United  States  is  Increasing  at  the  rate  of 
about  135,000  tons  annually.  Of  that  in¬ 
crease,  Cuba  gets  96  percent  and  the  balance 
goes  to  other  foreign  producers.  Domestic 
producers  are  held  to  rigid  quotas — 1,800,000 
tons  a  year  for  beet  and  600,000  tons  a  year 
for  cane  sugar.  What  they  produce  in  excess 
of  those  quotas  they  can’t  sell. 

Such  discrimination  against  American  pro¬ 
ducers  and  American  sugar  processors  is 
Indefensible  and  should  not  be  tolerated. 
Reducing  the  average  planted  to  sugar  beets 
and  cane  adds  to  other  crop  surpluses,  ag¬ 
gravating  the  farm  problem  which  results 
from  overproduction.  »  •  • 

As  spokesman  for  all  the  American  pro¬ 
ducers,  president  Frank  A.  Kemp  of  the 
Great  Western  Sugar  Co.,  executive  commit¬ 
tee  chairman  of  the  American  Sugar  Beet 
Industry  Policy  Committee,  told  the  House 
committee  that  “the  domestic  people  be¬ 
lieve  they  have  a  right  as  American  citizens 
to  share  in  the  growth  of  their  country  and 
in  its  increased  sugar  demand.”  Tliere  is 
no  reasonable  room  for  argument  about  that. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Air.  President,  I  have 
in  my  hand  a  series  of  statements  on 
the  subject  which  have  been  made  at  one 
time  or  another  by  various  distinguished 
Colorado  agriculturalists.  When  I  say 
agriculturalists,  I  mean  farmers.  That  is 
just  the  fancy  name  for  them.  They  are 
farmers,  people  who  have  grown  sugar 
beets.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
these  comments  printed  in  the  Record 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
ments  were  offered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Quotes  From  Growers 

Earl  G.  Smith,  Greeley,  Colo.,  of  the 
Mountain  States  Beet  Growers’  Association: 
“American  farmers  are  entitled  to  sell  their 
sugar  to  at  least  a  fair  share  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  market.  No  business  can  survive  stand¬ 
ing  still.  We  don’t  want  legislation  which 
would  cause  grief  for  other  countries.  But 
the  fact  remains  that  through  northern 
Colorado  beets  have  been  our  main  crop.  It 
is  the  crop  on  which  farm  credit  is  extended. 
It  is  the  backbone  of  our  livestock  feeding 
industry,  giving  us  a  cheap  gain  on  the  cattle 
we  ship  elsewhere.  I  don’t  believe  anyone 
can  rightly  take  away  the  American  market 
from  the  American  farmer.” 

Frank  Beede,  Loma,  Colo.,  of  the  Western 
Colorado  Beet  Growers’  Association:  “Mesa 
County  has  been  cut  22  percent  to  slightly 
less  than  5,000  acres.  At  least  7,000  acres 
are  necessary  to  assure  profitable  operation 
of  the  one  sugar  factory  we  have  in  western 
Colorado.  We  have  a  right  to  this  market.” 

W.  I.  Sanford,  Pueblo,  Colo.,  of  the  South¬ 
ern  Colorado  Beet  Growers’  Association:  “We 
have  three  sugar  factories  in  the  Arkansas 
Valley.  The  largest  of  these  factories  alone 
could  process  aU  the  beets  grown  in  a  normal 
year  on  the  19,000  acres  we  were  permitted 
to  plant  last  year.  The  only  cure  for  our 
troubles  is  to  give  the  United  States  farmer 
a  right  to-  the  United  States  market  to  the 
extent  that  he  is  able  to  supply  that  market.” 

Ishmael  Yost,  Billings,  Mont.,  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Beet  Growers’  Federation:  “While  this 
bill  does  not  meet  the  full  needs  of  the  in¬ 
dustry,  it  does  go  a  long  way  toward  alleviat¬ 
ing  the  difficult  situation  we  now  face  and 
gives  the  Industry  something  to  look  forward 
to  in  possible  future  growth.  We  have  been 
highly  gratified  by  the  tremendous  initial 
support  given  this  bill.  I  think  this  sup¬ 
port  is  ample  evidence  that  our  requests  have 
been  modest  and  reasonable  in  the  extreme. 
We  have  every  confidence  that  all  Members  of 
Congress  who  really  have  the  Interests  of 
American  agriculture  at  heart  will  do  what 
is  necessary  to  push  this  legislation  through 
to  enactment.” 
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“The  value  of  sugar  produced  In  our  mar¬ 
ket  area  Is  estimated  at  $90  million  per  year, 
with  the  peak  payments  made  to  farmers 
equaling  $65,717,651.  Company  payrolls  of 
the  processors  amount  to  $18,702,437  and 
direct  company  purchases  In  the  market  area 
amount  to  $10,221,038.  Above  and  beyond 
these  figures.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
sugar-beet  byproducts,  principally  tops,  pulp, 
and  molasses,  have  a  multl-milllon-dollar 
annual  volume  and  are  the  mainstay  of  our 
western  livestock  feeding  industry.  In  many 
factory  communities  the  sugar-beet  industry 
alone  Is  responsible  for  as  much  as  35  percent 
of  all  railroad  freight.  Its  annual  freight 
payments  are  estimated  to  exceed  $12  million. 
The  industry  fosters  and  Is  largely  responsible 
for  the  sale  of  several  million  dollars’  worth 
of  mineral  and  chemical  fertilizers  each  year. 
Very  important  Is  the  fact  that  the  industry 
uses  a  pound  of  coal  for  each  pound  of  sugar 
produced  and,  therefore,  is  one  of  the  two 
largest  purchasers  of  coal  from  Rocky  Moun¬ 
tain  mines.  Last,  the  influence  of  this  in¬ 
dustry  on  the  purchase  of  such  items  as  farm 
machinery,  petroleum  products,  etc.,  and  the 
economic  stability  for  which  the  Industry  is 
responsible  in  agricultural  regions  is  a  valu¬ 
able  factor."  (Prom  a  report  to  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Denver  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  prepared  by  the  agriculture  and  live¬ 
stock  committee,  April  14,  1955.) 

Mr.  CARLSON,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  made  a  very 
excellent  statement  with  regard  to  the 
beet  production  of  our  nation.  Colorado, 
a  sister  State  of  Kansas,  is  of  course  a 
great  beet-producing  State.  We  in  Kan¬ 
sas  grow  some  beets,  and  we  have  one 
sugar  factory.  We  are  very  happy  that 
the  pending  legislation  has  been  pro¬ 
posed.  I  sincerely  hope  that  it  will  be 
passed  without  difiSculty. 

I  again  commend  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  for  the  statement  he  has  made 
and  for  the  able  manner  in  which  he 
represents  his  great  State. 

Mr.  ALLOTT,  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kansas  for  his 
kind  remarks.  It  is  hard  to  tell  where 
the  land  in  my  State  ends  and  the  land 
of  Kansas  begins.  We  are  one  com¬ 
munity  of  thought  and  action. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  my  colleagues  not 
to  consider  any  of  the  crippling  amend¬ 
ments  which  may  be  offered  to  the  bill; 
not  to  fetter  the  American  farmer,  and 
not  to  allow  the  sugar  beet  grower  and 
the  sugar  cane  grower  longer  to  be  bound, 
but  to  pass  the  bill  and  to  pass  it  imme¬ 
diately,  and  in  that  way  give  the  growers 
an  opportunity  to  share  in  the  growth 
and  wealth  and  production  of  the  United 
States,  just  as  the  rest  of  us  expect  to 
share  in  its  growth  and  development. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  its  reading 
clerk,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed,  without  amendment,  the  follow¬ 
ing  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  1352.  An  act  for  tbe  relief  of  A.  J.  Cro- 
zat,  Jr.;  and 

S.  1584.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Raymond 
D.  Beckner  and  Lulu  Stanley  Beckner, 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6790) 
for  the  relief  of  Anna  K.  McQuilkin. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  afiOxed  his  signature  to 
the  following  em'olled  bills,  and  they 
were  signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

S.  1261.  An  act  to  authorize  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  certain  lands  within  Caven  Point 
Terminal  and  Ammunition  Loading  Pier, 
New  Jersey,  to  the  New  Jersey  Turnpike 
Authority; 

S.  1683.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  June 
13.  1949  (63  Stat.  172),  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

S.  1959.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  his  designee  to  convey  a  6.89- 
acre  tract  of  land  out  of  a  199.959-acre  tract 
of  land  situated  in  the  vicinity  of  Houston, 
Harris  County,  Tex.,  to  the  State  of  Texas; 

S.  2624.  An  act  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  the  Port 
of  Newark  Army  Base  to  the  city  of  Newark. 
N.  J.,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved 
June  20,  1936,  as  amended;  and 

S.  2990.  An  act  to  extend  through  June  30, 
1957,  the  duration  of  the  Poliomyelitis  Vac¬ 
cination  Assistance  Act  of  1955. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  February  7,  1956,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  1261.  An  act  to  authorize  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  certain  lands  within  Caven  Point 
Terminal  and  Ammunition  Loading  Pier,  New 
Jersey,  to  the  New  Jersey  Turnpike  Au¬ 
thority: 

S.  1683.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  June 
13,  1949  (63  Stat.  172),  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

S.  1959.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  of  his  designee  to  convey  a  6.89 
acre  tract  of  land  out  of  a  199.959  acre  tract 
of  land  situated  In  the  vicinity  of  Houston, 
Harris  County,  Tex.,  to  the  State  of  Texas; 

S.  2624.  An  act  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  the  Port 
Newark  Army  Base  to  the  city  of  Newark, 
N.  J..  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  June 
20,  1936,  as  amended;  and 

S.  2990.  An  act  to  extend  through  June  30, 
1957,  the  duration  of  the  Poliomyelitis  Vac¬ 
cination  Assistance  Act  of  1955. 


EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Allott]  for  his  contribution  to  the 
discussion  of  the  issue  before  the  Senate. 
He  has  ably  outlined  the  situation  and 
has  very  well  illustrated  and  docu¬ 
mented  it. 

Earlier  this  afternoon  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  IMr.  Barrett]  com¬ 
mended  the  Committee  on  Finance  for 
bringing  the  bill  to  the  Senate.  I  should 
like  to  join  him  in  his  commendation. 
We  know  that  we  are  not  satisfied  with 
the  bill,  but  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
was  right  when  he  said  that  we  are  much 
more  happy  with  the  bill  than  we  are 
with  the  status  quo.  At  the  same  time, 
I  should  like  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  not  only  for  his  remarks 
this  afternoon,  but  likewise  for  his  ex¬ 
tended  remarks  during  the  closing  days 
of  the  session  last  year,  when  he  reviewed 
the  entire  history  of  sugar  legislation  and 
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the  sugar  industry  and  legislative  action 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  this  Nation  is  now  en¬ 
joying  a  genuine,  wholesome  prosperity 
unheralded  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
It  is  a  peacetime  economy  as  nearly  as 
we  can  achieve  one  in  a  world  of  inter¬ 
national  tension. 

As  we  have  gradually  adjusted  our 
economy  to  peacetime  service  of  the 
strength  and  welfare  of  our  people,  one 
vital  segment  of  our  farm  economy  has 
remained  completely  under  the  rigidity 
of  wartime  controls.  I  refer  to  our  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  producers.  It  is  time,  Mr. 
President,  that  avowedly  temporary 
shackles  on  our  domestic  sugar  industry 
be  relaxed  so  that  traditional  principles 
of  regulation  of  this  industry  may  be 
restored. 

This  bill  Is  of  interest  to  every  Ne¬ 
braskan.  My  State  is  the  fifth  ranking 
sugar  beet  producer.  Within  its  borders 
are  located  several  of  the  Nation’s  major 
beet  producing  areas.  The  largest  are 
in  the  North  Platte  Valley  in  the  Gering- 
Scottsbluff  region  and  in  central  Ne¬ 
braska  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand  Island. 

The  importance  of  this  crop  to  Ne¬ 
braska  was  recognized  by  the  67th  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Legislature  of  Nebraska  in 
1955  when  it  approved  legislative  Reso¬ 
lution  11.  The  resolution  urged  Con¬ 
gress  to  amend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948 
to  give  the  domestic  sugar  industry  “a 
fair  and  equitable  share  in  our  Nation’s 
growth.” 

In  part.  Resolution  11  declared; 

The  beet  sugar  industry  Is  prepared  to 
meet  the  challenge  of  an  expanding  market, 
because  it  has  achieved  major  gains  in  pro¬ 
ductivity  per  acre  and  new  acreages  for  the 
production  of  sugar  beets  continue  to  be 
developed  in  the  State  of  Nebraska.  •  •  »  the 
welfare  of  our  State  and  our  Nation  requires 
the  existence  of  a  strong  and  vigorous  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  Industry,  especially  during 
periods  of  war  and  national  emergency. 

According  to  official  figures  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Nebraska  farmers  planted  66,710 
acres  of  sugar  beets  in  1954.  Under  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Sugar  Act,  because  of  over¬ 
production,  7,220  acres  were  required  to 
be  abandoned,  so  that  59,490  acres  of 
beets  finally  were  harvested.  These 
acres  produced  783,854  tons  of  beets. 

The  Department  estimates  for  1955 
show  that  the  State  was  allocated  58,720 
acres  of  beets  with  an  indicated  produc¬ 
tion  of  688,000  tons  of  beets  as  compared 
with  1953  production  of  789,000  tons. 

Nationally,  the  pattern  is  one  of  con¬ 
tinuing  cuts  in  acreage  allotments  but 
increases  in  actual  production.  In  1954, 
for  instance,  farmers  were  ordered  to 
plant  10  percent  less  acres  to  beets,  but 
their  production  ran  14  percent  higher. 

Like  any  farmers,  our  sugar-beet  pro¬ 
ducers  have  interested  themselves  in  in¬ 
creasing  and  improving  their  efficiency. 
Their  farming  techniques  have  improv^ 
as  they  have  diligently  applied  the  re¬ 
sults  of  laboratory  research  to  their  op¬ 
eration.  The  result  has  been  higher 
yields  per  acre,  an  investment  by  these 
sugar  producers  in  the  future  expansion 
in  size  and  vitality  of  our  country. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  at  that 
point? 
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Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  shall  be  delighted  to 
yield.  _ 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  for  the  very  splendid  state¬ 
ment  he  is  making.  I  ask  the  Senator  if 
it  is  not  a  fact  that  the  average  produc¬ 
tion  per  acre  for  the  11  years  previous 
to  World  War  n  was  approximately  11 
tons,  whereas,  at  the  present  time,  it  is 
a  little  more  than  15  tons  per  acre? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Those  figures  are  sub¬ 
stantially  correct,  as  they  have  been 
given  to  me. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  think  that  indicates 
very  clearly  that  the  sugar  producers  of 
this  country,  as  well  as  all  the  other 
farmers,  have  been  very  efficient  in  their 
operations,  and  have  endeavored  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  food  and  fiber  which  we  need 
for  our  domestic  use. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  And,  by  the  same 
token,  it  means  that  under  the  status 
quo  the  increased  efficiency  is  being  pe¬ 
nalized.  and  that  situation  will  be 
remedied  in  large  measure  by  the  pass¬ 
age  of  the  pending  bill. 

It  is  high  time,  Mr.  President,  to  award 
these  farmers  a  realization  of  the  results 
of  their  scientific  improvement  pro¬ 
grams. 

Although  Nebraska  is  a  major  beet- 
producing  State,  this  crop  produces  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  total  agricultural 
income  of  that  great  farm  State.  Never¬ 
theless,  sugar  beets  are  one  of  the  State’s 
most  vital  crops.  They  are  excellent  for 
rotation  purposes.  When  rotated  with 
hay,  grass,  or  grain,  they  make  a  valu¬ 
able  contribution  to  enriching  the  soil. 
In  addition,  they  help  a  farmer  to  make 
the  best  use  possible  of  grazing  and 
alfalfa  land  on  his  farm.  Beet  byprod¬ 
ucts  have  an  excellent  feeding  value  and 
have  built  an  extensive  livestock  feeding 
industry  in  our  western  sugar  States. 
With  their  accompanying  processing  in¬ 
dustry,  they  also  bring  a  solidly  inte¬ 
grated  economy  of  decentralized  indus¬ 
try  and  healthy  agriculture. 

As  a  food,  sugar  is  our  cheapest  source 
of  energy,  and  its  nonfood  uses  in  in¬ 
dustry  are  many  and  varied.  A  thriving 
domestic  sugar  industry  also  is  an  ex¬ 
cellent  investment  in  crucial  times. 

Thus,  it  is  clear  that  a  thriving  beet 
sugar  industry  is  a  valuable  asset  to  this 
country.  It  should  be  released  from  the 
absolute  control  of  fixed  production  and 
marketing. 

This  is  a  right  of  the  beet  industry, 
Mr.  President,  as  established  by  historic 
precedent.  The  first  Sugar  Act,  passed 
in  1934,  began  this  precedent.  It  was 
extended  until  the  disruption  of  World 
War  II  and  the  Korean  war  when  our 
traditional  pattern  of  domestic  sugar 
production  and  import  of  foreign  sugar 
was  dislocated. 

It  was  the  intent  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  to  take  temporary  steps  to  prevent 
damage  to  the  economy  of  Cuba  by  per¬ 
mitting  Cuba  to  retain  her  traditional 
share  of  American  consumption  plus  the 
annual  consumption  increase  of  sugar 
in  the  United  States.  Fixed  ceilings 
were  imposed  on  domestic  producers  for 
this  purpose  and  increased  demand  was 
met  almost  entirely  by  Cuban  growers. 

Since  approval  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  American  sugar  consumption  has 
increased  by  1  million  tons  and  continues 


to  expand  at  about  100,000  tons  a  year. 
But  by  the  terms  of  that  1948  law,  Cuba 
has  supplied  96  percent  of  that  increased 
demand.  American  producers  have 
been  at  a  standstill.  They  have  not  en¬ 
joyed  any  benefit  from  increased  use  of 
sugar.  Their  acreage  has  actually  been 
cut  instead. 

The  denial  of  domestic  producers  to 
share  in  increased  demand  was  meant 
to  be  a  temporary  measure.  In  its  re¬ 
port  on  the  1948  Sugar  Act,  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  said: 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  bill  is  a 
short-term  measure  designed  to  meet  post¬ 
war  adjustment  problems  in  the  production 
and  distribution  of  sugar. 

This  temporary  measure  became,  how¬ 
ever,  longer-termed  than  intended  as 
the  Korean  war  refiewed  disruption  of 
traditional  sugar -producing  and  market¬ 
ing  patterns  and  it  was  extended  in  1951, 

The  act  will  expire  December  31,  1956. 
It  is  long  overdue  that  we  restore  to  our 
domestic  sugar  industry  its  share  of  the 
growth  and  prosperity  of  our  Nation. 
Domestic  sugar  producers  will  again  be 
restored  their  historic  share  of  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  market,  being  al¬ 
located  55  percent  of  United  States  con¬ 
sumption  above  base  consumption  of 
8,350,000  tons,  and  this  is  as  it  should  be, 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  tribute  to  the  fair¬ 
ness  of  this  bill  that  it  has  received  broad 
support  from  Members  of  both  Houses, 
from  the  administration,  and  from  the 
industry  itself.  This  could  be  character¬ 
ized  by  the  fact  that  although  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  industry  is  a  highly  com¬ 
petitive  one,  it  agreed  on  this  proposal 
so  solidly  that  but  a  single  witness  rep¬ 
resented  the  entire  industry  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  the  Senate  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee.  Speedy  action  has  been  urged  by 
the  President,  and  this  bill  has  been  en¬ 
dorsed  by  all  ^  administrative  agencies 
concerned.  It  should  be  passed  promptly. 

As  part  of  my  remarks,  I  ask  imani- 
mous  consent  to  insert  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  editorials  from  two  fine  Ne¬ 
braska  newspapers. 

The  first  is  from  the  January  25,  1956, 
edition  of  the  Scottsbluff  Star-Herald, 
and  was  written  by  Editor  Floyd  C.  Wis- 
ner.  The  second,  A  Matter  of  Justice, 
appeared  in  a  recent  edition  of  the 
Omaha  World-Herald. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torials  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Scottsbluff  Star-Herald  of  Jan¬ 
uary  25,  1955] 

Sugar  Bill  Outlook  Good 

First  indications  give  promise  to  prompt 
passage  of  new  sugar  legislation  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  during  the  current  session. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  has  lost  no 
time  in  reporting  the  legislation  to  the  floor 
and,  in  the  process,  has  not  altered  the  basic 
premise  that  domestic  producers  should  be 
allotted  the  major  portion,  65  percent,  of 
future  market  increases. 

The  hopes  expressed  by  Senator  Hruska 
and  others  for  fast  consideration  points  to 
the  fact  that  the  groundwork  has  been  care¬ 
fully  laid. 

The  bill  originally  came  up  for  hearing  last 
summer  but  was  shunted  aside,  temporarily, 
in  the  rush  for  adjournment  in  August. 
Main  points  in  the  mainland  producers’  posi¬ 
tion  have  been  widely  disseminated,  in  the 


meantime,  and  it  appears  that  legislators  are 
fully  conversant  with  the  facts. 

Cuban  sugar  Interests  actually  do  not 
suffer  at  the  hands  of  the  bill-drafters. 
Cuba’s  present  quota  position  is  completely 
protected,  but  future  increases  in  the  United 
States  market  are  assigned  to  domestic 
growers  and  refiners  in  a  ratio  of  55-45. 

For  nearly  8  years,  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
terests  have  been  excluded  from  a  share  in 
market  growth  and,  on  the  contrary,  have 
been  strictly  limited  to  an  outdated  formula. 
The  bill  merely  recognizes  the  forgotten  fact 
domestic  industry  should  share  equitably  in 
domestic  markets. 

[From  the  Omaha  World-Herald] 

A  Matter  op  Justice 

Many  Nebraska  farmers  who  have  irriga¬ 
tion  produce  sugar  beets.  But  they  and 
other  domestic  sugar  producers  supply  only 
a  small  part  of  the  American  market.  Most 
of  the  market  is  supplied  by  imports,  prin¬ 
cipally  from  Cuba,  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii,  and 
the  Philippines.  It  is  a  closely  regulated 
business.  The  market  is  divided  up  by  law 
and  domestic  production  by  beet  growers  is 
controlled  by  marketing  quotas. 

Population  growth,  naturally.  Increases 
sugar  consumption.  But  since  1948  virtually 
all  of  the  increase  in  usage  on  the  mainland — 
more  than  1  million  tons — has  been  allocated 
to  Cuban  producers. 

Sugar-beet  farmers  on  the  continent  think 
they  should  be  allowed  a  proportionate  share 
of  future  increases  in  consumption.  So  long 
as  such  matters  are  decided  by  Government 
fiat,  we  think  they  are  right. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
hope  and  the  hope  of  the  people  of  my 
State  that  there  will  be  speedy  action 
on  the  bill,  not  only  here,  but  in  the 
conference,  and  likewise  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  which  will  follow. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr,  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  have  submitted  two 
amendments  which  I  wish  to  call  up  in 
the  course  of  the  debate  on  the  bill.  I 
have  been  advised  that  an  amendment  is 
before  the  Senate  at  this  time.  Will  the 
Chair  advise  me  what  is  the  pending 
question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  now  before  the  Senate  is  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  ffom 
Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]-. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  that  I  can  add  very  much  to 
what  has  already  been  said  about  the 
pending  bill.  However,  I  should  like  to 
state  briefly  the  reason  why  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  differs  from  legislation  with  re¬ 
spect  to  other  agricultural  crops  pres¬ 
ently  accorded  price  protection. 

For  many  years  the  United  States  has 
attempted  to  maintain  a  sugar  industry 
of  its  own;  today  continental  production 
amounts  to  about  28  or  29  percent  of 
our  requirements.  The  rest  of  our  needs 
is  supplied  by  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Hawaii,  and  also  from  such 
foreign  countries  as  Cuba,  the  Philip¬ 
pine  Islands,  Mexico,  Peru  and  others. 
Mr.  President,  sugar  legislation  dates 
back  to  the  early  days  of  this  Republic. 
For  many  years  our  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  was  protected  by  a  relatively  high 
tariff.  Tariff  protection  did  not  work 
well.  Our  consumers  were  subjected  to 
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•widely  fluctuating  prices;  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers  made  huge  profits  in  some  years 
and  sustained  tremendous  losses  in 
others.  For  example,  Cuba  grew  much 
more  sugar  after  1914  because  the  Cuban 
producers  were  selling  on  inflated  mar¬ 
kets.  Their  sugar  brought  what  may  be 
termed  exorbitant  prices  during  World 
War  I.  Cuban  production  kept  increas¬ 
ing  for  several  years  thereafter,  but  good 
prices  did  not.  Faced  with  low  prices 
and  high  tariffs,  by  the  1920’s  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  early  1930’s,  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  in  Cuba  foimd  themselves  in  dire 
straits.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  under  the 
existing  United  States  tariff  law  they 
were  hardly  able  to  make  a  go  of  it. 

I  should  say  that  the  same  situation 
prevailed  among  our  o'wn  sugar  produc¬ 
ers  in  the  early  1930’s.  Our  domestic 
producers  were  able  to  sell  only  on  a 
glutted,  depressed  market. 

In  the  early  1930’s  a  new  approach  was 
tried  with  respect  to  the  protection  of 
sugar  growers  in  the  United  States, 
growers  in  the  islands  under  our  juris¬ 
diction,  and  also  in  order  to  protect 
Cuba,  because  Cuba  has  always  been  a 
large  purchaser  of  commodities  from  the 
United  States.  It  was  advantageous  to 
the  manufacturers  of  this  Nation  that 
the  production  of  sugar  in  Cuba  be  kept 
on  a  healthy  basis. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  in  1934  the 
Jones-Costigan  law  was  enacted.  This 
law,  for  the  first  time,  instituted  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  quotas  as  a  substitute  for  higher 
protective  tariffs.  I  shall  read  for  the 
Record  at  this  time  a  statement  which 
appears  in  a  document  entitled  “The 
United  States  Sugar  Program,”  issued  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  under 
date  of  1953.  I  think  it  is  pertinent  to 
what  I  am  now  discussing: 

During  the  early  months  of  1933  the  United 
States  Tariff  Commission  made  a  careful  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  prevailing  sugar  situation  and 
recommended  a  program  emphasizing  supply 
controls  rather  than  the  traditional  tariff 
method  of  assistance.  In  a  letter  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  dated  April  11, 
1933,  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  out¬ 
lined'  the  failure  of  the  tariff  to  solve  the 
sugar  problem.  His  letter  pointed  out  that 
the  price  had  declined  to  disaster  levels  for 
both  American  and  Cuban  producers:  that 
both  the  domestic  Industry  and  that  of  Cuba 
required  price  relief;  that  prices  should  be 
raised  by  limiting,  through  a  quota  system, 
the  supply  of  sugar  offered  for  sale  in  this 
country;  and  that  if  some  type  of  quota  sys¬ 
tem  were  instituted  by  this  country,  the  duty 
on  Cuban  sugar  might  be  reduced  to  help 
restore  the  pmchaslng  power  of  Cuba. 

Pursuant  to  the  study  by  the  Tariff 
Commission  in  1934,  Congress  passed  the 
so-called  Jones-Costigan  Act,  which  es¬ 
tablished  quotas  for  domestic  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers,  the  offshore  islands  under  the 
American  flag  such  as  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  also 
established  a  quota  for  Cuba.  The 
R.ECORD  will  show,  I  am  certain,  that  con¬ 
ditions  both  in  Cuba  and  here  at  home 
improved  greatly  over  those  which  ex¬ 
isted  prior  to  1934.  In  the  meantime, 
sugar  production  in  Cuba  had  graduaUy 
increased  from  a  low  point  in  1932  of 
2,234,000  tons  to  about  3,800,000  tons  just 
about  the  time  the  Second  World  War 
began. 


A  question  was  asked  a  while  ago  by 
my  good  friend  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  who  is  not  now 
present,  as  to  why  sugar  prices  in  the 
United  States  during  World  War  II  were 
not  as  high  as  prices  in  World  War  I. 
The  answer  is  very  simple.  To  begin 
with,  during  World  War  II  the  prices  of 
commodities  were  controlled,  as  I  am 
certain  all  of  us  will  remember.  Also  the 
United  States  had  an  understanding  with 
Cuba,  mider  which  Cuba  furnished  at 
reasonable  prices  the  United  States  with 
large  amounts  of  sugar,  which,  in  many 
cases,  might  have  been  sold  by  Cuba  on 
world  markets  at  a  much  higher  profit. 

When  the  Sugar  Act  was  renewed  in 
1948,  it  was  felt  we  owed  at  least  a  moral 
obligation  to  Cuba  not  to  drastically  re¬ 
duce  her  share  of  our  market.  Cuba 
had  helped 'us  obtain  sugar  during  the 
dark  days  of  World  War  IJ;  she  sold  us 
her  sugar  at  what  was  considered  a  fair 
price,  at  a  price  much  lower  than  the 
then  prevailing  world  price.  Thus, 
when  the  act  was  renewed  in  1948,  as 
has  been  stated  in  the  Senate  on  num¬ 
erous  occasions,  Cuba  received  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment.  Fixed  quotas  were 
imposed  upon  producers  in  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  Hawaii,  as  well  as 
Cuba.  There  was  this  difference,  how¬ 
ever:  In  order  to  assist  Cuba  to  restore 
her  production  to  a  normal  basis,  it  was 
understood  that  Cuba  would  supply  the 
United  States  with  95  percent  of  the 
unfilled  deficits  in  the  quota  assigned  to 
the  Philippine  Islands,  and  also  96  per¬ 
cent  of  any  increase  in  American  sugar 
consumption.  The  remaining  4  percent 
was  allocated  among  so-called  full-duty 
countries. 

As  the  years  passed,  both  American 
consumption  and  American  farming  ef¬ 
ficiency  increased.  As  was  pointed  out 
by  quite  a  few  of  my  colleagues,  the 
sugarcane  producers  of  Louisiana  and 
Florida  found  themselves  chained  to  fixed 
quotas,  with  no  means  available  to  them 
to  increase  their  production.  They 
found  their  acreage  drsistically  cut,  even 
while  United  States  sugar  consumption 
skyrocketed  and  even  as  Cuba  sold  ever- 
increasing  amounts  of  sugar  to  this 
country.  I  do  not  believe  that  in  1948 
any  of  us  thought  that  our  consumption 
of  sugar  would  increase  at  the  rate 
finally  reached.  Nobody  could  in  1948 
have  predicted  that  the  consumption  of 
sugar  in  the  United  States  would  increase 
as  it  has.  But,  as  the  record  shows, 
Cuba  increased  her  sales  to  the  United 
States  by  over  I  million  tons. 

The  pending  bill  merely  affords  an 
opportunity  to  the  producers  of  the 
United  States — and  this  includes,  of 
course,  our  island  possessions — to  supply 
a  fair  share  in  this  increased  American 
sugar  consumption.  That  is  all  the  bill 
does. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  does  not  penal¬ 
ize  Cuba.  Unfortunately,  the  Cubans  do 
not  seem  to  imderstand  this.  I  have 
been  described  in  Cuban  newspapers  as 
that  nation’s  public  enemy  No.  1.  I 
think  my  “title”  is  without  justification. 
The  Lord  knows  I  want  to  do  justice  to 
Cuba,  but  at  the  same  time,  I  believe 
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we  owe  an  overriding  duty  to  our  own 
people — our  domestic  producers.  They 
deserve,  and  this  bill  would  give  them, 
the  right  to  supply  a  fair  share  of  our 
increased  sugar  consumption,  particu¬ 
larly  since  our  failure  to  do  so  in  the  past 
has  cost  them  heavily. 

As  the  record  will  show,  since  1948  the 
acreage  planted'  to  sugar  in  Louisiana 
alone  has  been  curtailed  over  30  percent. 
In  spite  of  this  substantial  reduction 
on  acreage  which  is  now  allocated,  the 
people  of  Louisiana  are  producing  more 
sugar  than  was  produced  in  1948.  That, 
of  course,  is  due  to  mechanization,  bet¬ 
ter  seed  cane,  and  better  cultivation;  in 
other  words,  Mr.  President,  because  our 
producers  are  becoming  more  efiScient, 
they  are,  in  effect,  being  penalized  for 
that  eflQciency. 

It  is  my  contention  that  our  producers 
should  not  remain  “tied  to  a  post,”  as  it 
were,  without  any  chance  of  increasing 
their  sugar  production  as  our  consump¬ 
tion  increases. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  tried  to  point  out  a 
while  ago,  in  my  colloquy  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  this  bill  will  not  re¬ 
duce  the  Cuban  quota.  On  the  contrary, 
if  the  bill  is  passed  as  reported,  the 
Cuban  quota  would  increase  this  year. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  re¬ 
cently  estimated  that  the  consumption 
of  sugar  in  1956  will  be  in  excess  of 
8,500,000  tons.  If  that  estimated  total 
is  reached,  it  will  mean  the  Cuban  pro¬ 
ducers  will  be  permitted  to  market 
roughly  30,000  tons  over  and  above  what 
they  marketed  last  year. 

In  other  words,  if  the  consumption 
which  the  Department  says  will  take 
place  in  the  United  States  this  year 
should  be  reached,  the  Cuban  growers 
would  obtain  a  quota  of  2,888,880  tons 
for  1956,  compared  with  a  basic  quota 
last  year  of  2,859,840  tons. 

If  we  look  at  page  3  of  the  report  on 
the  bill,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  estimated  that  the  total  in¬ 
crease  in  domestic  sugar  consumption 
for  1956,  1957,  1958,  1959,  1960,  1961,  and 
1962  will  approximate  135,000  tons  a 
year.  It  will  be  noted  also  that  the 
Cuban  quota  will  grow  during  these  years 
in  the  same  manner  as  that  of  domestic 
producers. 

Cuba’s  share  of  all  increased  consump¬ 
tion  in  1956  will  be  43.2  percent,  and  from 
1957  onward  it  will  be  33.8  percent. 

The  mainland  producers  of  both  sugar 
beets  and  sugarcane,  and  those  of  Ha¬ 
waii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands, 
would  likewise,  be  granted  quota  in¬ 
creases  under  the  formula  commencing 
in  1956.  They  would  receive  55  percent 
of  our  increased  consumption  with  this 
amount  distributed  among  the  domestic 
producing  areas,  in  proportion  to  their 
yearly  allocations. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  of  a 
fairer  way  to  reach  our  objective  than 
that  which  has  been  suggested  by  the 
committee.  Last  year,  the  Senator  •will 
recall,  that  as  an  emergency  measure, 
the  Senate  passed  a  'special  resolution 
directing  that  100,000  tons  of  domestic 
sugar  be  purchased  to  relieve  the  situ¬ 
ation  caused  by  over-large  stocks.  This 
sugar  was  to  be  used  in  our  foreign-aid 
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program.  At  that  time,  there  was  a 
more  or  less  tacit  understanding  that  if 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  exercised 
the  right  to  purchase  the  100,000  tons 
of  sugar,  the  allocation  of  the  45  percent 
of  the  consumption  increase  among  for¬ 
eign  countries  would  remain  in  status 
quo — that  is,  the  formula  as  written  into 
the  committee  bill  as  reported  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  last  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  would  be  adhered  to. 

As  I  pointed  out  when  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  had  the  floor, 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett] 
this  year  offered  what  he  termed  a 
“clean  bill.”  When  the  Committee  on 
Finance  decided  to  consider  sugar  leg¬ 
islation  this  year,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
proposed,  by  way  of  amendment,  a  bill 
which  would  have  allocated  to  Cuba  60 
percent  of  the  45  percent  of  increased 
consumption  allocated  to  foreign  areas. 
The  remaining  40  percent  of  the  45  per¬ 
cent  would  have  been  distributed  among 
other  countries  producing  sugar,  in  line 
with  the  formula  which  was  written  into 
the  bill  last  year. 

That  formula  did  not  specify  per¬ 
centagewise  what  each  country  would 
receive  but  it  did  set  out  a  method  for 
prorating  among  the  full-duty  coun¬ 
tries  the  amount  involved.  While  the 
bill  was  being  considered  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  my  good  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  sug¬ 
gested  an  amendment  which  in  some  re¬ 
spects  changed  the  formula  suggested 
by  the  so-called  Bennett  amendment. 
According  to  the  proposal  made  by  the 
State  Department,  and  submitted  by  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Bennett],  60  percent  of  the  45  percent 
consumption  growth — an  amount  equal 
to  27  percent  of  the  whole — was  to  be 
allocated  to  Cuba.  Instead  of  giving 
to  Cuba  this  27  percent,  the  amendment 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
increased  the  Cuban  share  of  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  to  33.8  percent. 
The  effect  of  this  amendment  was  to 
give  to  Cuba  75  percent  of  the  45  per¬ 
cent,  insteal  of  60  percent  of  the  45  per¬ 
cent.  Am  I  correct  in  that  statement? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then,  instead  of 
distributing  the  rest  of  the  45  percent 
among  the  full-duty  countries  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  language  proposed  in  the 
Bennett  amendment,  the  Smathers 
amendment  curtailed  to  some  extent  the 
amount  received  by  Peru ;  it  curtailed  to 
some  extent  the  amount  received  by  the 
Dominican  Republic:  and  it  increased 
to  quite  an  extent  the  amount  received 
by  Mexico. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  suggestion  that 
we  either  go  back  to  the  original  amounts 
suggested  by  the  Sta'te  Department,  and 
included  in  the  Bennett  amendment,  or 
else  we  let  the  bill  remain  as  it  is. 

If  the  formula  for  allocating  the  45 
percent,  as  contained  in  the  so-called 
Bennett  amendment,  is  not  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill,  then  I 
shall  consider  myself  free  to  vote  as  I 
see  fit. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

The  PRESIDINQ  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Murray  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  F.I .TENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  able  Senator 
from  Louisiana  said  he  either  would  vote 
for  the  original  proposal,  as  embodied  in 
the  so-called  Bennett  amendment - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  1  have 
stated. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Or  that  he  would 
support  the  bill  as  it  was  reported  by  the 
Finance  Committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  an  effort  is  made 
to  restore  the  figures  which  were  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Bennett  amendment,  I  shall 
feel  compelled  to  vote  for  that.  But,  if 
any  change  is  sought  to  be  made  from 
that  formula - 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Then  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  support  the  bill  as 
reported  by  the  Finance  Committee;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  I  shall  support 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

HOW  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948  WORKS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Sugar  Act,  through  a  complex,  crazy  quilt 
maze  of  regulations,  governs  the  sugar 
economy  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
benefit  of  a  relatively  few  thousand  pro¬ 
ducers,  and  to  the  detriment  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  165  million  people.  The  principal 
features  of  this  Government-sponsored 
cartel  include: 

First.  Power  is  given  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  determine  the  quantity 
of  sugar  that  may  be  marketed  in  the 
United  States  in  any  calendar  year.  His 
decision,  largely  arbitrary  and  often,  as 
now,  political,  is  final.  Under  this 
unique  law,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  directed  to  determine  the  require¬ 
ments  of  consumers  in  the  continental 
United  States.  The  power  to  make  this 
determination,  in  effect,  gives  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  the  power  to  regulate 
sugar  prices  in  the  United  States.  If  the 
Secretary  sets  the  figure  for  sugar  con¬ 
sumption  requirements  at  a  low  level,  as 
he  has  in  most  years,  and  as  he  has  for 
1956,  the  result  is  comparatively  high 
sugar  prices  for  United  States  consumers. 

Second.  The  Sugar  Act  establishes 
quotas  for  each  producing  area  supply¬ 
ing  the  United  States  with  sugar.  The 
total  of  these  quotas  for  all  producing 
areas  must  always  equal  the  annual  con¬ 
sumption  requirements  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary.  The  act  sets  fixed  ton¬ 
nage  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas — 
mainland  beets  and  cane,  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  Virgin  Islands — amounting  to 
4,444,000  tons,  and  a  fixed  quota  of  980,- 
000  tons  for  the  Philippines,  with  most  of 
the  residual  demand  for  sugar  in  this 
country  being  supplied  by  Cuba,  whose 
share  is  now  2,808,960  tons. 

Third.  The  Sugar  Act  does  particu¬ 
larly  well  by  the  mainland  refiners,  in 
that  the  law  limits  all  offshore  sugar 
supplies,  except  for  a  small  proportion, 
to  raw  sugar.  This  limitation  against 
the  sending  of  refined  sugar  into  the 
United  States  covers  not  only  such  major 
foreign  suppliers  such  as  Cuba  and  the 
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Philippines,  but  also  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  Virgin  Islands,  which— it  should  not 
be  overlooked — are  still  a  part  of  the 
United  States. 

Fourth.  Among  other  things,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  is  empowered  to 
restrict  domestic  area  output,  to  keep  it 
in  line  with  the  marketing  quotas.  But 
the  fact  is  that  the  Secretary  has  rarely 
used  this  power,  or  has  used  it  but  spar¬ 
ingly,  so  that  a  few  months  ago,  as  a 
sheer  political  gesture,  the  administra¬ 
tion  ordered  the  purchase  of  100,000  tons 
of  so-called  surplus  sugar  grown  in  the 
mainland  areas. 

Fifth.  Another  feature  of  this  curious 
law  gives  the  domestic  producers  sub¬ 
sidies  in  the  form  of  direct  money  pay¬ 
ments  from .  the  Federal  Treasury. 
Growers  receive  payments  at  the  basic 
rate  of  $0.80  per  100  pounds  of  sugar 
recoverable  from  the  beets  or  cane. 
These  payments  average  $40  per  acre  of 
beets  annually,  according  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Sixth.  An  excise  tax  of  50  cents  per 
100  pounds  is  assessed  on  all  sugar  mar¬ 
keted  in  the  continental  United  States. 
This  tax  is  collected  on  imported  sugar 
as  well  as  on  domestically  produced 
sugar,  but  only  growers  in  domestic  areas 
get  their  tax  back — and  much  more — in 
the  form  of  subsidy  payments. 

THE  SUGAR  ACT - ^UNIQUE  FARM  LEGISLATION 

Sugar  is  sweet — and  there  is  nothing 
sweeter  than  the  Sugar  Act  in  its  protec¬ 
tion  of  a  1 -percent  minority — some 
60,000  out  of  the  Nation’s  6  million  farm¬ 
ers.  The  Sugar  Act,  in  fact,  is  triply 
sweet.  True,  there  are  some  agricul¬ 
tural  products  that  have  the  protection 
of  marketing  quotas.  True,  there  are 
some  agricultural  products  that  haye 
support  in  the  form  of  subsidies.  True, 
there  are  products,  from  farm  and  fac¬ 
tory  alike,  which  are  buttressed  by  a 
tariff  wall  against  foreign  imports.  But 
only  the  domestic  sugar  producers  get  all 
thi-ee  forms  of  protection.  Is  not  that  a 
sweet,  sweet,  sweet  piece  of  legislation? 

Prof.  Don  D.  Humphrey,  of  Duke  Uni¬ 
versity,  in  a  recent  study  sponsored  by 
the  'Twentieth  Century  Fimd  and  the 
National  Planning  Association,  published 
in  August  1955,  leaves  off  the  sugar-coat¬ 
ing  and  states  bluntly  that  “sugar  is  the 
most  highly  protected  industry  in 
America.” 

As  might  be  expected,  the  quota  system 
has  been  rigged  so  as  to  favor  producers 
in  domestic  areas.  When  the  system 
was  first  established  in  1934,  quotas  for 
domestic  areas  were  set  at  the  maximum 
level  of  production  ever  reached  in  each 
area.  On  the  other  hand,  the  quota  for 
Cuba  was  set  at  just  about  the  lowest 
point  in  modem  history. 

During  1920-29 — before  the  high  rate 
of  duty  in  the  Hawley-Smoot  tariff  cut 
imports  of  sugar  from  Cuba  about  one- 
half — domestic  areas  marketed  an  aver¬ 
age  of  only  2,395,000  tons  per  year.  The 
1934  quota  for  the  domestic  areas  of 
3,578,080  tons  represented  an  increase  of 
49  percent  over  their  performance  prior 
to  the  Hawley-Smoot  Act. 

In  contrast,  Cuba,  which  had  supplied 
the  United  States  with  an  average  of 
3,637,000  tons  of  sugar  a  year  during 
1920-29,  received  a  quota  in  1934  of 
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only  1,866.482  tons — a  reduction  of  49 
percent. 

Thus,  the  original  Sugar  Act  of  1934 
started  with  an  injustice.  Since  then, 
it  must  be  admitted,  the  act  has  been 
consistent — consistent  in  favoring  and 
coddling  the  uneconomic,  inefficient, 
largely  unnecessary  domestic  producers 
at  the  expense  of  Cuba,  our  natural  sup¬ 
plier,  and  to  the  general  detriment  of 
the  American  public. 

The  Sugar  Act  is  not  only  imique;  it 
is  a  paradox.  One  of  the  principal  rea¬ 
sons  for  establishing  the  act  in  the  first 
place,  as  expressed  by  President  Frank¬ 
lin  Delano  Roosevelt,  was  “to  provide 
against  further  expansion  of  this  neces¬ 
sarily  expensive  industry.”  Yet,  under 
this  extraordinary  act,  this  necessarily 
expensive”  industry — unnecessarily  ex¬ 
pensive  to  the  consuming  public — has 
expanded  steadily. 

I  do  not  mean,  of  course,  that  the  do¬ 
mestic  production  increased  every  year 
since  1934.  During  the  World  War  II 
years,  when  we  needed  sugar  most,  do¬ 
mestic  production  fell  off  substantially. 
But  since  then,  the  domestic  producers 
pushed  ahead  with  production,  despite 
the  so-called  limitations  on  production, 
so  that  today  the  quota  for  the  domestic 
producers  is  nearly  25  percent  more  than 
it  was  when  this  strange  system  was  first 
imposed  upon  the  American  people  in 
1934,  86  percent  more  than  the  domestic 
production  of  1920-29. 

In  contrast,  the  present  quota  for  sugar 
from  Cuba  of  2,808,960  tons  is  23  percent 
below  the  average  annual  United  States 
imports  of  sugar  from  Cuba  during  1920- 
29. 

This  discrimination  against  Cuban 
sugar  inevitably  has  the  effect  of  cur¬ 
tailing  United  States  exports  to  Cuba-. 
Sugar  constitutes  about  three-fourths  of 
Cuba’s  total  exports  to  the  United  States. 
Obviously,  Cubans  can  pay  for  their  pur¬ 
chases  of  United  States  goods  only  with 
the  money  they  obtain  from  the  sale  of 
their  sugar  here. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  What  is  the  Senator’s  ob¬ 
jective  with  regard  to  Cuba?  In  selling 
sugar  to  us  Cuba  gets  a  substantially 
better  price  than  the  so-called  world 
market  price,  upon  which  the  Senator 
seems  to  rely  in  support  of  his  argument. 
Would  the  Senator  like  to  reduce  the 
price  which  the  Cubans  get,  as  well  as 
the  price  which  Americans  get  for  their 
sugar? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  price  and  the 
amount  sold  are  only  one  aspect  of  the 
problem. 

I  should  like  to  invite  the  Senator’s  at¬ 
tention  to  page  87  of  the  hearings.  On 
that  page  appears  a  table  showing  United 
States  exports  of  agricultural  products 
to  countries  from  which  sugar  imports 
exceeded  1,000  tons  in  1953  and  1954.  in 
1952  we  sent  to  Cuba  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports  amounting  to  $153,980,000;  in  1953, 
$143,251,000;  and  in  1954,  $133,215,OOo! 
That  is  an  illustration.  Later  I  Rhap 
place  the  entire  list  in  the  Record. 

The  point  is  that  in  this  act  we  are 
nourishing  and  causing  to  expand  an  un¬ 
economic  industry,  by  an  outrageous 


system  of  subsidies,  to  the  detriment  of 
all  other  legitimate  industries,  as  well  as 
agriculture. 

Mr.  LONG.  We  are  also  nourishing 
Cubans,  are  we  not? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Just  a  moment. 
In  1952  our  agricultural  exports  to  Cuba 
were  $153,980,000.  They  are  now  down 
to  $133,215,000. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  seems  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  nourishing  Americans.  I  wonder 
if  he  objects  to  nourishing  Cubans. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  the  Senator  try¬ 
ing  to  leave  the  impression  that  the  Cu¬ 
bans  are  for  this  restrictive  act?  Does 
the  Senator  mean  to  imply  that  the  Cu¬ 
bans  would  rather  not  have  the  act  re¬ 
pealed?  The  Senator  knows  better  than 
that.  The  Cubans  are  not  in  favor  of 
this  act. 

Mr.  LONG.  For  the  sugar  they  sell  us, 
they  receive  a  better  price  than  the  so- 
called  world  price.  I  should  like  to  know 
what  the  Senator  is  recommending. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  recommend¬ 
ing  the  defeat  of  the  bill.  I  hope  the 
Senator  is  not  under  any  misapprehen¬ 
sion.  I  have  voted  against  legislation 
of  this  character  every  time  it  has  been 
before  us,  and  I  expect  to  vote  against 
the  pending  bill.  It  is  an  outrageous 
piece  of  legislation,  from  many  points 
of  view. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  know  the  Senator  is 
against  the  bill.  I  should  like  to  know 
what  he  is  for. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  for  letting  the 
Cubans  and  the  other  sugar-producing 
countries  sell  us  their  sugar,  and  letting 
us  sell  them  our  rice,  our  manufactured 
articles,  our  butter,  wheat,  flour,  and 
other  products.  I  am  for  carrying  on  a 
vastly  expanded  trade  with  Cuba,  with 
the  Dominican  Republic,  with  Mexico, 
with  Nicaragua,  Peru,  Haiti,  Costa  Rica, 
Panama,  and  El  Salvador. 

Mr.  LONG.  At  the  present  time  we 
are  paying  those  countries  a  better  price 
for  their  sugar  than  they  would  be  re¬ 
ceiving  if  it  were  not  for  the  Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  knows 
that  we  are  paying  a  better  price  on  a 
very  restricted  amount.  We  let  in  a  little 
dribble,  and  pay  them  a  better  price  for 
it,  but  they  wpuld  much  prefer  to  do 
business  in  a  normal,  free  market,  in 
which  they  could  sell  us  a  great  deal 
more  sugar. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  take  it  the  Senator 
would  like  to  have  them  sell  to  us  at  a 
lower  price. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  sad  part  about 
it  is  that  countries  like  Cuba,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  supposed  advantages  they 
enjoy,  have  a  most  difficult  time  bal¬ 
ancing  thejr  payments  with  us.  They 
would  be  delighted  to  buy  more  of  our 
agricultural  products,  as  well  as  indus¬ 
trial  products,  if  we  would  buy  more 
sugar  from  them.  They  would  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  buy  more  apples  from  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  if  we 
would  only  take  a  little  more  sugar  from 
them. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  answer  I  am  seeking 
is  the  answer  to  the  question  whether 
the  Senator  wants  to  buy  from  them  at 
a  lesser  price  than  they  are  now  receiv¬ 
ing  for  the  sugar  they  are  selling  to  us.  I 
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want  to  know  what  the  Senator  is  advo¬ 
cating. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  the  con- 
sximers  of  this  country  would  benefit 
from  buying  sugar  at  the  world  price. 
I  know  it  would  benefit  consumers  in 
this  country.  It  would  also  benefit 
Cuban  producers  if  they  were  permitted 
to  sell  to  us  more  than  they  are  now 
selling. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  the  Senator  advocating 
that  the  Cubans  sell  at  the  world  mar¬ 
ket  price,  rather  than  at  the  much  better 
price  they  are  now  receiving  for  what 
they  are  selling  to  us? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  would  sell  a 
great  deal  more  sugar.  I  think  the  cane 
sugar  industry  is  probably  an  economic, 
natural,  legitimate  industry  in  this 
country.  So  far  as  I  know,  with  respect 
to  that  industry,  we  did  not  create  any 
special  irrigation  districts  by  vast  ex¬ 
penditures  of  public  funds.  I  think  the 
Senator’s  State  of  Louisiana  would  prob¬ 
ably  do  very  well  from  the  standpoint 
of  being  self-supporting.  I  have  figures 
to  which  I  shall  refer  in  a  moment,  with 
respect  to  sugar  producers.  I  think  the 
cane  sugar  producing  industry  is  as 
legitimate  an  industry  as  the  production 
of  rice  in  Arkansas  or  wheat  in  Montana. 
But  that  is  far  different  from  going  out 
into  the  desert  and  building  an  enormous 
irrigation  district,  bringing  land  under 
cultivation  at  an  expense  of  3  or  4  or 
5  thousand  dollars  an  acre  in  order  to 
subsidize  certain  producers  to  the  extent 
of  80  cents  per  100  pounds  of  raw  sugar. 
There  is  no  excuse  for  it.  That  is  what 
this  bill  would  do.  The  sugar  industry 
of  Louisiana  is  a  cane  sugar  industry. 
The  cane  is  high-grade  cane,  just  as  good 
as  Cuban  cane,  and,  as  the  Senator 
knows,  cane  sugar  is  far  better  than 
beet  sugar. 

Mr.  LONG.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  producers  in  the  West  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  acreage  controls,  just  as  we  are 
in  Louisiana.  In  fact,  the  producers  of 
all  major  commodities .  are  subject  to 
acreage  controls  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  argument 
made  on  the  floor  in  justification  of  the 
bill  is  that  we  do  not  produce  enough 
sugar  for  our  needs.  Therefore  it  is  con¬ 
tended  that  this  is  a  short  crop.  Last 
year  the  Government,  after  paying  all 
these  subsidies,  bought  100,000  tons  of 
surplus  sugar.  Is  that  not  correct?^ 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  correct.  Of 
course  I  assume  the  Senator  knows  why 
that  is  true.  It  is  because,  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  laws  that  apply  to  other 
commodities,  the  sugar  law  forbids  our 
cane  sugar  producers  from  selling  what 
they  have  produced,  even  in  this  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  very  well  that  there  is  no  law  like 
the  sugar  law.  It  is  unique.  It  is  the 
sweetest  piece  of  legislation  that  has 
ever  been  passed  by  Congress.  It  carries 
all  three  known  kinds  of  protection: 
Tariffs,  subsidies,  and  restrictions  on 
quotas.  I  do  not  know  of  any  other  com¬ 
modity  which  enjoys  such  special  treat¬ 
ment.  I  congratulate  the  Senator  as  a 
Senator  for  protecting  the  interests  of 
Louisiana.  I  do  not  quarrel  with  the 
Senator  because  of  that.  He  has  every 
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right  to  do  so.  I,  too,  however,  have  a 
right  to  point  out  that  the  rice  industry 
in  my  State  has  just  as  much  right  to 
live  as  has  the  sugar  industry.  The 
sugar  law  has  caused  restrictions  to  be 
placed  on  our  exports  in  many  ways.  As 
I  said,  I  shall  put  this  table  into  the 
Record.  It  is  taken  from  the  hearings. 
It  shows  how  our  exports  of  agricultural 
products  to  Cuba  and  the  other  Latin 
American  countries  have  been  going 
down  because  we  cut  off  their  sales  of 
sugar  to  us. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  believe  the  Senator  will 
find  that  there  are  more  reasons  than 
that  why  our  agricultural  exports  have 
gone  down. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  should  go  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  F'orestry, 
where  it  can  be  weighed  in  the  balance 
with  other  legislation  dealing  with  simi¬ 
lar  commodities.  It  is  bad  policy  to  pick 
out  1  or  2  agricultural  items  and  give 
them  special  treatment  before  conunit- 
tees  other  than  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  not  the  Senator  famil¬ 
iar  with  the  fact  that  the  Cubans  have 
undertaken  to  increase  very  greatly  their 
production  of  various  farm  commodities, 
and  that  rice  is  one  of  the  principal  ones? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  had  to  do  so, 
or  do  without  them,  because  when  we  cut 
off  their  sugar  they  had  no  way  of  pay¬ 
ing  for  our  rice.  The  same  situation  ap¬ 
plies  to  other  commodities.  From  1952 
to  1954  their  exports  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  have  decreased. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
does  not  mean  to  say  that  we  have  re¬ 
duced  the  amount  of  sugar  Cuba  has 
been  selling  us. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  amazing  how 
the  Senator  can  leave  that  impression, 
when  the  record  shows  that  that  is  not 
the  fact.  There  has  been  a  decrease. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  shall  be  very  curious  to 
see  the  figures  the  Senator  is  relying  on 
for  his  argument  that  the  sugar  imports 
from  Cuba  have  been  decreased  from 
1952  to  1955. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  On  page  66  of  the 
hearings  there  are  several  tables.  The 
table  I  am  looking  at  is  entitled  “Entries 
and  Marketings  of  Sugar  in  Continental 
United  States  From  All  Areas,  1920  to 
1955." 

If  the  Senator  will  look  at  the  bottom 
of  the  table,  he  will  see  that  in  1950  we 
received  from  Cuba  3,276,000  tons.  The 
table  also  shows  that  in  1951  we  received 
2,966,000  tons.  In  1952,  3,011,000  tons. 
In  1953,  2,766,000  tons.  In  1954,  2,722,- 
000  tons.  In  1955,  2,864,000  tons.  In 
other  words,  from  1950  to  1955,  there  was 
a  decrease  of  about  400,000  tons,  which 
is  a  very  substantial  amount  to  a  small 
country  like  Cuba.  I  do  not  know  how 
anyone  can  say  that  we  have  not  de¬ 
creased  the  amount  of  sugar  we  have 
been  taking  from  Cuba.  Unless  the 
Senator  questions  the  accuracy  of  the 
table  in  the  report,  that  is  the  fact. 


In  1929  we  took  from  Cuba  4,449,000 
tons  of  sugar.  That  is  what  the  Cubans 
would  like  to  sell  us.  If  they  could, 
they  would  be  free  to  purchase  from  us. 
Cuba,  like  otfcer  Latin-American  coun¬ 
tries,  is  delighted  to  purchase  from  us. 
Most  Latin-American  countries  are  glad 
to  purchase  the  vast  majority  of  their 
goods  from  our  country.  That  includes 
all  kinds  of  goods,  such  as  agricultural 
and  manufactured  products.  In  other 
words  the  Sugar  Act  is  the  most  out¬ 
rageous  interference  with  the  freedom  of 
trade  among  friendly  countries  in  this 
hemisphere  that  I  have  ever  seen. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  anything  we  can  do  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  our  other  activities  so  far  as 
these  countries  are  concerned  that  will 
help  the  situation.  I  refer  to  what  we 
would  like  to  do  in  connection  with  our 
good  neighbor  policy.  Certainly  all  the 
fine  words  and  all  the  fine  compliments 
in  the  world  will  not  offset  this  kind  of 
bill,  which  simply  squeezes  them  to 
death  economically. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  takes  the  po¬ 
sition  that  sugar  has  received  preferen¬ 
tial  treatment  from  our  Government  and 
from  Congress?  , 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  certainly  do. 
There  is  nothing  I  know  of  that  has  been 
so  coddled  as  the  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  nwORSHAK.  Then,  of  course, 
the  Senator  would  be  glad  to  give  rice, 
a  product  of  his  own  State,  the  same 
preferential  treatment? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  long  since 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  al¬ 
most  impossible  to  do  anything  about 
sugar.  In  accordance  with  the  old  adage, 
if  you  can’t  whip  them  you  had  better 
join  them,  perhaps  I  will  soon  be  ready 
to  throw  in  my  lot  with  the  sugar  people. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  that  under  the  Sugar  Act  the 
production  of  sugar  in  the  continental 
United  States  is  restricted  to  28  percent 
of  the  sugar  we  consume  in  our  country. 
If  that  is  preferential  treatment,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  en¬ 
deavor  to  have  rice  placed  imder  the 
same  restrictive  program,  so  that  only 
28  percent  of  the  rice  consumed  in  our 
country  could  be  produced  in  the  United 
States.  Would  the  Senator  be  willing  to 
accept  such  a  restrictive  program  on  rice 
in  his  State  and  in  this  country? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Of  course  the  only 
reason  there  is  any  desire  to  produce  beet 
sugar  is  that  there  are  three  forms  of 
protection  in  effect,  namely,  subsidy, 
quota,  and  tariff.  I  recognize  there  is  a 
basic  difference  in  the  two  crops — cane 
and  beet  sugar — but  there  is  no - 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  What  is  the  differ¬ 
ence? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Beet  sugar  is  an 
unnatural  and  uneconomic  crop,  which 
should  not  be  grown  here  at  all.  It  is 
the  same  as  if  we  decided  to  build  great 
hothouses  in  which  to  raise  our  coffee. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  sure  we  could 
raise  our  coffee  in  that  way. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Can  the  Senator 
tell  us  whether  it  is  possible  to  produce 
rice  in  some  Asiatic  countries  much 
cheaper  than  it  is  possible  to  produce  it 
in  Arkansas? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  know  that  until 
recently  the  production  of  rice  was  not 
fostered  in  Arkansas  by  any  such  pay¬ 
ments  as  are  provided  for  sugar.  Only 
3  years  ago  we  had  an  export  quota.  We 
were  not  permitted  to  export  rice  to 
countries  where  we  could  get  more  money 
for  our  rice. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Is  there  a  surplus 
of  it  now? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Oh,  yes;  it  is  in 
surplus  now.  However,  it  was  in  a  nor¬ 
mal  and  natural  condition  without  any 
such  aid  as  the  sugar  bill  would  provide 
for  beet  sugar,  and  it  was  not  fostered 
or  grown  under  the  kind  of  protection 
sugar  has  had.  I  have  asked  several 
Senators  whether  they  would  be  willing 
to  take  90  percent  of  parity  for  sugar,  the 
same  percentage  applied  to  other  com¬ 
modities,  and  not  one  was  willing  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  If  we  could  remove 
the  restrictive  acreage  and  marketing 
controls,  so  that  we  would  be  free  to  pro¬ 
duce  more  than  28  percent  of  the  sugar 
consumed  in  our  country,  and  could  pro¬ 
duce  100  percent,  I  am  sure  the  sugar 
industry  in  this  country  would  be  in  a 
position  to  operate  under  normal  con¬ 
ditions,  instead  of  under  the  restrictions 
which  have  been  imposed  upon  the 
industry. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  only  reason 
the  restrictions  are  in  effect  is  that  out¬ 
rageous  subsidies  have  been  paid.  Half 
the  beet  growers  in  the  Senator’s  State 
would  probably  stop  raising  sugar  beets 
if  the  handouts  were  abandoned.  Of 
course,  there  is  pressure  to  increase  the 
acreage,  and  people  from  the  Senator’s 
State  will  soon  come  to  Congress  to  ask 
for  appropriations  to  build  more  irriga¬ 
tion  projects  to  bring  in  more  land  for 
sugar  production. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  have  in  mind  a 
memorandum  which  was  prepared  by 
Mr.  Lawrence  Myers,  Director  of  the 
Sugar  Division,  Commodity  Stabilization 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture.  He 
was  on  the  floor  today.  I  should  like 
to  quote  from  the  memorandum.  It 
States  that  the  tax  receipts  from  the 
half-cent  tax  on  sugar  produced  $82  mil¬ 
lion,  of  which  the  Government  has  paid 
out  $65  million,  leaving  a  net  balance 
in  the  Federal  Treasury  of  about  $17 
million.  Certainly  when  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  contends  that  the  beet- 
sugar  industry  or  cane-sugar  industry  is 
receiving  a  subsidy  because  of  the  one- 
half  cent  tax,  he  is  not  entirely  correct. 

If  that  tax  were  eliminated  and  the 
1  Vi -cent  tariff,  which  was  removed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act,  were 
restored,  so  that  the  sugar  producers  on 
the  continent,  both  cane  and  beet,  would 
receive  some  measure  of  protection  in 
competing  with  the  low-cost  sugar  pro¬ 
duced  abroad,  then  I  am  sure  the  price 
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of  sugar  would  be  higher  than  it  is  to¬ 
day,  and,  certainly,  there  would  be  no 
subsidy  under  that  kind  of  a  program. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  will  agree  with 
the  corr  ectness  of  that  statement. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No ;  I  do  not  agree 
with  it;  and  I  do  not  think  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  agrees  that  a  subsidy  is 
not  being  paid. 

Let  me  ask  the  Senator  whether  he 
contends  that  the  veterans’  program 
does  not  cost  anything  because  veterans 
pay  taxes. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Certainly,  veter¬ 
ans  and  all  Americans  pay  taxes  for  a 
meritorious  program.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  analogy  whatsoever  between 
that  and  the  so-called  excise  tax  of  one- 
half  cent. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  money  goes 
into  the  Treasury  and  then  it  is  taken 
out.  All  the  consumers  pay  taxes,  and 
then  we  give  this  enormous  subsidy,  I 
wish  to  remind  the  Senator  that  I  have 
figures  showing  who  gets  the  money. 
There  is  very  little  of  it  going  to  the 
farmers.  The  big  corporations  in  Ha¬ 
waii  and  in  other  places  bet  most  of  it. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Not  most  of  it. 
Mr.  Myers  says  the  payments  range  from 
80  cents - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  the  figures 
as  to  who  gets  what,  and  I  shall  put 
them  into  the  Record.  The  Senator  is 
anticipating  it  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  May  I  ask  one 
other  question  while  we  are  on  the  point 
of  the  tax? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  explain  his  concept  of  the 
imposition  of  the  half -cent  tax?  Why 
was  it  placed  on  the  processing  of  sugar? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  was  placed  on 
sugar  to  make  the  act  more  palatable  to 
the  people.  There  was  a  little  sleight 
of  hand  in  connection  with  it.  It  passes 
on  the  cost  to  the  consumer.  Very  few 
people  imderstand  the  act;  it  is  very 
complex. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  believe,  or  will  he  con¬ 
tend,  that  if  we  should  remove  the  acre¬ 
age  quotas  on  cane  and  beet  sugar  in  this 
country,  and  remove  all  marketing 
quotas,  there  would  be  any  need  of  mak¬ 
ing  the  bill  palatable? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  lost  the  thread 
of  the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  said 
the  half -cent  tax  was  imposed  to  make 
payments  palatable  to  the  producers  and 
to  make  the  program  more  palatable.  If 
we  should  permit  the  producers  to  pro¬ 
duce  all  they  economically  could,  and 
placed  no  marketing  restrictions  on 
sugar,  then  would  it  be  necessary  or  un¬ 
necessary  to  place  a  half-cent  tax  on  the 
processing  of  sugar? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  we  did  not  put 
a  quota  on  it? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Yes.  If  we  elimi¬ 
nated  all  the  restrictions  on  marketing 
and  permitted  the  cane  growers  of  the 
South  and  the  beet  growers  of  the  West 
to  produce  all  the  sugar  they  wanted, 
would  there  be  any  need  of  the  half-cent 
tax? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
wish  to  restore  the  tax? 


Mr.  DWORSHAK.  It  Is  a  compen¬ 
sating  factor. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  against  a 
high  tariff. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Is  ■'the  Senator 
against  all  tariffs,  on  oil  and  rice,  and 
everything  else? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  know  of 
any  tariff  on  rice. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Or  on  oil.  or  re¬ 
strictions  or  import  quotas  on  oil? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  ’There  is  a  very 
small  amount;  I  have  forgotten  the  fig¬ 
ure.  Whatever  quota  there  is  is  a  vol¬ 
untary  quota.  As  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  well  knows,  the  big  importers  are 
also  big  domestic  producers.  It  is  a 
voluntary  matter. 

I  favor  a  grafiual  lowering  of  our 
tariffs.  I  think  the  most  diflScult  prob¬ 
lem  this  country  has  to  face  is  that  of 
gradually  increasing  our  trade  with  other 
countries  and  enabling  the  free  world  to 
make  a  good  living;  in  other  words,  to 
survive.  I  agree  that  that  should  be 
done.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  practicable 
immediately  and  suddenly  to  abolish  all 
tariffs.  I  have  always  favored  the  ap¬ 
proach  of  the  reciprocal-trade  program. 
I  think  it  is  a  sound  approach.  The  beet- 
sugar  industry  is  a  very  small  industry. 
It  involves  only  about  60,000  farmers  out 
of  6  million  farmers.  The  big  produc¬ 
tion  is  concentrated  in  the  hands  of  a 
few  huge  corporations. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  senator  from  Arkansas  yield  at  that 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  yield  further  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield.  1  think 
it  is  a  very  bad  kind  of  insurance  and 
an  unnecessary  one. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  said, 
I  think,  that  it  is  preferential  treatment 
for  a  single  industry, 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Not  a  single  In¬ 
dustry.  It  applies  to  wool,  also. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  did  not  refer  to 
wool.  But  if  sugar  has  preferential 
treatment,  will  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  be  willing  to  place  rice  in  the  same 
category,  with  restrictions  and  quotas? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  -The  Senator  well 
knows  that  we  have  been  cutting  rice 
acreage  to  the  bone.  We  have  cut  it  this 
year  another  15  percent. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Are  we  still  pro¬ 
ducing  a  surplus  over  our  own  consump¬ 
tive  needs? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  the  facts. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  No;  I  do  not.  We 
do  not  produce  rice  in  my  State. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  ’The  Senator  cer¬ 
tainly  reads  the  newspapers.  We  do  not 
produce  any  wool  in  my  State,  but  I  have 
heard  about  the  wool  will.  We  do  not 
produce  any  sugar,  but  I  have  read  about 
the  sugar  bill. 

I  do  not  think  the  Senator  will  deny 
that  there  is  nothing  similar  to  this  bill 
with  reference  to  the  protection  we  give 
to  the  industi-y.  Would  the  Senator  be 
will  to  accept  90  percent  parity  for 
sugar? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  am  not  mandated 
or  authorized  to  speak  for  the  sugar  in- 
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dustry  of  this  country  or  that  of  my  own 
State,  but,  personally,  I  would  say  that 
if  all  the  restrictions  on  the  production 
of  cane  and  beet  sugar  were  removed,  so 
that  we  could  produce  as  much  as  might 
be  feasible,  I  think  it  would  be  a  very  fine 
thing  for  the  industry. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Without  a  tariff 
and  a  subsidy? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  think  it  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  same  tariff  as  other  com¬ 
modities  and  manufactured  products 
enjoy.  Automobiles  have  a  tariff. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  tariff  on  auto¬ 
mobiles  is  very  slight. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Is  not  sugar  en¬ 
titled  to  some  measure  of  tariff  protec¬ 
tion,  the  same  as  thousands  of  other 
commodities  produced  in  this  country? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  are  many 
distinctions.  All  commodities  have  their 
own  peculiarities.  But  the  beet-sugar 
industry  particularly  is  a  noneconomic 
and  unnatural  one.  It  is  somewhat  sim¬ 
ilar  to  building  a  lot  of  hothouses  in 
which  to  grow  bananas,  and  then  saying, 
“Are  not  bananas  entitled  to  some  pro¬ 
tection?”  I  say  that  we  have  no  busi¬ 
ness  growing  bananas.  We  can  buy  them 
much  more  cheaply.  By  and  large,  I 
think  the  cane-sugar  industry  in  this 
country  is  quite  similar  to  that  in  Cuba. 
But  I  say  we  have  no  business  taking 
desert  land  and  spending  billions  of 
dollars  a  year  in  order  to  grow  sugar 
beets  and  collect  a  subsidy.  I  think  it 
is  a  ridiculous  policy. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Would  the  Senator 
rather  have  the  producers  or  growers  in 
the  arid  Western  States  produce  wheat 
or  cotton,  crops  of  which  we  have  had 
exportable  surpluses,  or  would  he  prefer 
to  have  them  produce  sugar  of  which 
there  is  no  exportable  supply? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  ’The  Senator  has 
asked  me  a  question.  I  think  the  policy 
of  the  administration  of  bringing  into 
production  desert  land,  and  at  the  same 
time  paying  for  the  taking  of  better  land 
out  of  production  and  putting  it  in  a  soil 
bank,  does  not  make  much  sense.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  rather  ridiculous 
policy.  On  the  one  hand  the  land  is 
taken  out  of  production,  and  payment  is 
made  for  taking  it  out;  on  the  other 
hand,  certain  producers  grow  large  crops 
and  are  paid  for  doing  so. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  land  should  be 
brought  into  production  until  there  is  a 
need  for  it.  At  some  point  in  our  popu¬ 
lation  growth,  when  there  are  two  hun¬ 
dred,  three  hundred,  or  four  hundred 
million  people,  no  doubt  that  land  will 
be  needed.  But  I  think  this  is  not  an 
appropriate  time  to  force  the  production 
onto  the  market. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Any  of  the  new 
land  which  is  brought  into  cultivation  in 
the  Western  States  under  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  is  competitive,  free-enterprise 
land,  participating  in  the  production  of 
beets,  because,  under  the  national  free 
quota  in  each  State,  there  is  no  allot¬ 
ment  available  for  any  individual  pro¬ 
ducer  of  beets,  unless  he  has  a  historical 
background.  So  it  is  idle  to  talk  about 
producing  a  lot  of  additional  sugar  when 
no  quotas  are  available  for  new  land. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Much  of  the  sugar 
already  in  production  is  on  the  Govern- 
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ment  land,  which  was  irrigated  at  Gov¬ 
ernment  expense.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  gave  the  Sen¬ 
ate  those  figures  earlier  in  the  day.  I 
remember  hearing  him  discuss  them.  I 
cannot  remember  the  exact  figures.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  contended  that  much  of 
the  production  was  brought  in  because 
the  Government  brought  irrigation  to 
the  land. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Would  the  Senator 
agree  to  have  his  favorite  commodity, 
rice,  placed  in  the  same  preferential 
category  in  which  sugar  is  placed? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  certainly  would 
like  to  have  the  handout  for  rice  which 
the  sugar  boys  have. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  That  does  not  an¬ 
swer  my  question. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Idaho  wants  more  than  90  percent  of 
parity,  and  is  expecting  apparently  to 
get  an  increase  in  acreage  when  every¬ 
one  else  is  taking  a  decrease. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
who  probably  knows  much  more  about 
the  subject  than  I  do. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Did  I  not  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  to  say 
that  he  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
treatment  being  given  to  our  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  friends? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Exactly. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  might  explain  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  the  1948 
Sugar  Act  was  pretty  largely  born  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  while  I  was 
there.  I  sat  in  on  all  the  conferences  in 
1947,  and  the  proposals  which  were  con¬ 
sidered  eventually  became  the  Sugar  Act. 

So  I  am  not  trying  to  be  critical  of  the 
sugar  legislation.  I  may  differ  with  the 
Senator  on  that  point. 

As  we  prepared  to  deal  with  the  subject 
of  sugar,  I  could  not  always  understand 
the  statistics  which  were  furnished  me, 
so  I  asked  a  man  in  the  Department  if 
he  would  prepare  for  me  a  chart  which 
showed  the  proportionate  amount  of  the 
American  sugar  market  each  country 
had. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  will  recog¬ 
nize  on  the  chart  a  heavily  colored  sec¬ 
tion  at  the  bottom.  That  represents  the 
proportion  of  the  domestic  sugar  market 
which  Cuba  has  received  since  1898. 

I  assure  the  Senator  that  these  sta¬ 
tistics  were  very  carefully  compiled  by  a 
man  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
who  primarily  was  a  plant  pathologist, 
but  who  made  a  hobby  of  the  sugar  trade. 

The  Senator  will  notice  that  the  white 
section  represents  the  United  States  cane 
sugar;  the  red,  the  United  States  beet; 
the  yellow  represents  Hawaii ;  the  green 
represents  Puerto  Rico;  and  the  black 
section  represents  the  Philippines.  If 
there  is  an  orange  color,  it  represents 
all  others. 

Does  the  Senator  realize  that  in  the 
period  begining  about  1905  and  continu¬ 
ing  until  about  1914  or  1915,  w’fien  a  new 
Tariff  Act  was  passed,  Cuba  received 
quite  a  growth  from  our  market,  and 
got  it  at  the  expense  of  United  States 
cane?  United  States  beet-sugar  produc¬ 
tion  was  not  so  small  in  those  days. 


Cuban  production  began  to  spread  out 
a  little  and  took  some  of  the  United 
States  cane  production  away.  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  total  tons  produced, 
but  only  of  the  percentage  of  the  mar¬ 
ket.  Then  Cuban  production  dropped 
off  very  rapidly,  when  another  tariff  law 
was  enacted  about  1918. 

In  the  next  period  Cuban  production 
rose,  and  in  the  1930’s  it  went  away 
down,  because  of  tariff  restrictions. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  have 
any  idea  why  Cuban  production  jumped 
up  in  1942,  and  why  the  Philippine  and 
Hawaiian  production  almost  dropped 
out  of  existence? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  war  came  on. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  When  the 
war  came,  all  American  business  began 
to  cry  for  sugar.  A  most  interesting 
thing  was  that  the  congressional  dis¬ 
tricts  in  which  were  bottled  Coca-Cola, 
Pepsi-Cola,  Dr.  Pepper,  and  similar  soft 
drinks  seemed  to  call  for  more  sugar. 
They  wanted  a  great  deal  of  Cuban 
sugar.  Those  were  the  years  when  the 
Cuban  sugar  was  the  priceless  ingredient. 
Everyone  said,  “Go  to  Cuba  and  get  all 
the  sugar  you  can.’’ 

Does  the  Senator  realize  how  in  those 
years  the  Cuban  production  was  built 
up  and  took  the  place  in  the  American 
market  of  the  production  which  had  been 
developed  in  the  Philippines,  and  com¬ 
pletely  replaced  it  so  that  American  busi¬ 
ness  could  go  on  as  usual? 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  can  see 
from  the  chart  that  that  period  was  rela¬ 
tively  short  lived.  In  1948  the  new  Sugar 
Act  became  effective.  It  still  left  Cuba 
with  a  fair  share  of  the  American 
market. 

It  afforded  an  opportunity  for  beet 
and  cane  sugar  to  take  a  historical  por¬ 
tion  of  the  market,  but  it  permitted  the 
Philippines  gradually  to  come  back,  and 
permitted  Hawaii  to  retain  its  place  as 
a  producer. 

This  was  our  effort  to  say  to  Cuba  that 
we  appreciated  what  Cuba  had  done.  I 
am  very  frank  to  admit  that  I  went  to 
Cuba,  actually  on  a  plane,  but  figura¬ 
tively  on  my  hands  and  knees,  trying 
to  buy  two  crops  of  sugar  which  they 
were  withholding  from  the  American 
market.  Cuba  sold  that  sugar  to  us  at 
a  price  well  below  the  world  market, 
but  they  did  so  on  the  assurance  that 
we  would  try  to  protect  them  in  the  years 
after  the  war. 

Since  the  Sugar  Act  was  pretty  well 
developed  in  the  ofiBce  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  I  can  say  that  the  reason 
why  this  line  on  the  chart  stayed  fairly 
well  up  was  that  I  believed  we  had  in¬ 
curred  an  obligation  which  we  ought  to 
repay. 

When  the  act  was  renewed,  Cuba  was 
dropped  down  a  little  bit.  But  what 
worries  me  now  is  that  we  are  going  to 
drop  them  down  a  little  more.  While  I 
favor  the  renewal  of  the  Sugar  Act,  and 
while  I  am  happy  to  see  a  price  put  into 
the  Sugar  Act  which  seems  to  guaran¬ 
tee  stability  to  the  American  farmers 
who  are  producing  the  sugar,  in  both 
the  cane  and  beet  areas,  I  hope  the  rights 
of  Cuba  will  not  be  forgotten. 

It  struck  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  was  on  extremely  strong 


ground  when  he  submitted  that  the  bill 
ought  to  be  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  I  do  not  have 
any  hope  that  it  will  get  there.  Like 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  I  have  never 
understood  why  the  bill  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance,  except  that 
it  was  anticipated,  perhaps,  that  it  would 
have  an  easier  time  there  than  in  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
which  is  headed  by  our  friend,  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender].  Nonetheless,  it  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

All  I  am  saying,  out  of  my  limited 
experience,  is  that  I  hope  I  can  give 
some  support  to  the  words  uttered  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  when  he  said 
we  should  be  careful  about  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  our  Latin  American  friends. 

I,  for  one,  feel  a  tremendous  responsi¬ 
bility  about  Cuba.  All  over  the  United 
States  during  the  war  there  were  house¬ 
wives  who  were  pleading  for  sugar  for 
canning,  so  that  they  could  preserve  the 
fine  fruits  grown,  not  in  one  State,  but 
in  almost  every  State  of  the  Union. 
When  we  go  to  a  country  and  plead  with 
that  country  to  sell  us  not  1,  but  2 
crops  of  sugar,  and  pay  them  $960  mil¬ 
lion  for  those  2  crops,  and  include  an 
escalator  clause  to  protect  them  in  case 
they  bought  their  rice  and  flour  at  higher 
prices,  and  said,  “If  you  will  sell  to  us  at 
a  low  figure,  around  4  cents  a  pound, 
when  the  world  figure  is  8  or  10  cents  a 
pound,  we  will  not  forget  you,”  I  think 
it  is  important  that  we  do  not  forget 
them,  because  the  time  may  come  when 
we  may  want  them  to  help  us  again. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  contribution  to  this  discussion. 
He  is  speaking  from  personal  experience. 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  pay  attention  to 
the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  because  he  was  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  during  this  period. 

The  Senator  is  interested  in  the  sta¬ 
bility  of  our  local,  domestic  industry. 
But  the  bill  seeks  a  substantial  expan¬ 
sion,  as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
knows,  which  seems  to  be  indefensible 
under  the  conditions  of  the  subsidy  which 
the  producers  enjoy. 

I  think  I  might  differ  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  as  to  retaining  it,  even  at  this  level, 
but  to  ask  for  an  expansion  under  the 
conditions  of  the  subsidy  which  the  pro¬ 
ducers  enjoy,  in  comparison  with  the 
condition  of  the  rest  of  agriculture,  is 
hard  to  justify. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  I  had  been  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  I  hope  he  will  re¬ 
call  that  at  that  particular  time  it  was 
necessary,  because  of  world  food  condi¬ 
tions,  to  have  a  world  food  board.  It 
was  my  pleasure,  although  it  was  a 
somewhat  arduous  task,  to  serve  as  chair¬ 
man  of  that  world  food  board  and  try  to 
allocate  sugar,  not  only  to  the  United 
States,  but  to  markets  all  over  the  world. 
We  know  what  Cuba  did.  Production  in 
Cuba  was  raised  more  than  600,000  tons. 
That  caused  the  possibility  of  havoc  to 
that  country.  When  Cuba  raised  her 
sugar  production,  it  said,  first  of  all,  it 
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was  allocated  to  the  United  States, 
Cuba  said  she  wished  she  could  get  new 
markets,  and  stated  that  if  she  could  not 
deal  with  other  countries  at  that  time,  it 
could  never  get  their  markets  again. 
We  had  to  say  to  Cuba,  “No;  try  to  get  as 
much  as  you  can  into  the  American  mar¬ 
ket.”  We  bought  millions  of  tons  of 
sugar.  Cuba  would  like  to  have  obli¬ 
gated  herself  to  other  markets,  but  in¬ 
stead  she  gave  us  that  great  opportunity. 

When  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
raises  his  voice  and  says  it  is  an  inter¬ 
national  question,  and  that  other  Latin 
American  countries  are  entitled  to  equal 
treatment,  I  do  not  intend  to  be  critical 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee,  for  whom  I  have  great  respect,  as  I 
do  for  the  other  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  but  if  there  is  any  way  of  amending 
the  bill  so  that  Cuba  will  get  a  fair  share 
of  the  future  American  market,  it  would 
be  highly  satisfactory  to  one  who  had  to 
go  to  Cuba,  after  11  months  of  negotia¬ 
tion  by  ordinary  methods,  not  only  on  his 
own  authority,  but  to  negotiate  for  the 
Armed  Forces  and  for  the  Office  of  De¬ 
fense  Mobilization,  not  only  for  sugar, 
but  for  molasses  and  industrial  alcohol, 
which  was  greatly  needed  by  us.  I  said 
to  the  Cubans  we  would  never  forget  it. 

I  came  to  the  floor  merely  to  say  to 
the  Senate  I  hope  we  will  not  forget  it, 
because  I  think  we  have  an  obligation  to 
remember  what  Cuba  did  for  us  at  a  time 
v/hen  business  after  business  faced  dis¬ 
aster  if  we  did  not  get  help  from  Cuba. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  again  to 
thank  the  Senator  for  bringing  our  at¬ 
tention  to  these  matters.  There  is  no 
one  in  the  country  who  could  speak  with 
greater  authority  on  this  matter.  He 
was  one  of  our  most  distinguished  Sec¬ 
retaries  of  Agriculture. 

I  call  the  Senator’s  attention  to  page 
2  of  the  report,  wherein  it  states : 

The  amount  of  the  Increase  In  our  market 
above  8,350.000  short  tons,  raw  value,  would 
be  apportioned  55  percent  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  and  45  percent  to  the  foreign 
suppliers. 

When  we  consider  that  8,350,000  tons 
Is  substantially  below  the  assumed  re¬ 
quirements  set  up  on  the  following  page, 
is  it  not  a  fact  that  by  that  device  we 
would  be  cutting  the  quota  for  Cuba?  Is 
that  not  the  necessary  result  of  that  de¬ 
vice?  In  other  words,  Cuba  has  been 
getting  96  percent  of  the  amount  above 
the  quota,  or  the  estimate  of  our  pro¬ 
duction.  Now,  by  the  simple  device  of 
lowering  the  estimated  amount  below 
any  realistic  figure,  the  96  percent  figure 
is  changed  to  45  percent.  Is  not  that  the 
effect  of  it? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  have  to  see 
where  the  base  was,  and  I  would  not  want 
to  say  whether  it  was  or  was  not;  but  I 
do  say  this  to  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas:  That  in  any  market  which  runs  8,- 
535,000  tons,  I  think  Cuba  ought  to  have 
pretty  close  to  3  million  tons.  If  it  were 
only  2.995,000  tons - 

Cuba 

ANDERSON.  As  I  already  ex¬ 
plained,  as  the  American  market  ex¬ 
pands,  Cuba’s  quota  does  not  expand 
with  it.  When  the  American  market 
gets  up  to  9  miUion  tons.  Cuba’s  share 
goes  up  to  a  little  over  3  million  tons.  I 


think  it  ought  to  have  a  larger  share  of 
the  sugar  quota. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  From  whose  quota 
would  this  additional  sugar  come?  I 
wonder  if  we  could  get  an  answer  to  that 
question  from  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
the  two  Senators  from  Louisiana  have 
had  their  say  at  great  length. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sorry  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  was  not  present 
when  I  spoke  on  the  point  to  which  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  referred, 
to  the  effect  that  we  assisted  Cuba  in 
1948  because  we  were  able  to  buy  sugar 
at  a  fixed  price  from  them  during  the 
war.  When  the  1943  act  was  put  on 
the  statute  books,  we  gave  to  Cuba  96 
percent  of  the  deficit  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines;  v/e  gave  her  96  percent  of  the 
consumption  increase.  If  we  are  to  give 
Cuba  more  than  she  is  now  getting,  we 
will  have  to  take  it  away  from  the 
Philippines,  or  from  our  own  people. 
Does  the  Senator  want  to  do  that? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  not  the 
only  alternative.  Neither  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  nor  anyone  else  will 
deny  that  the  main  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  to  increase  production  of  the  beet 
sugar  growers  of  our  country.  That  is 
the  main  purpose  of  it. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  another  question  with  re¬ 
gard  to  our  trade  with  other  countries. 
Is  it  not  a  fact  that  all  these  countries 
as  to  which  we  have  quotas  are  large 
purchasers  of  our  agricultural  products? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to  say  to 
the  able  Senator  from  Arkansas  that 
the  reason  we  wrote  into  the  contract, 
which  I  signed  with  the  Cuban  Govern¬ 
ment  for  2  full  years,  an  escalator  clause 
was  that  all  the  money  received  for 
Cuban  sugar  finds  its  way  directly  back 
to  the  farmers  of  the  United  States. 
Practically  every  dollar  which  is  ob¬ 
tained  by  the  Cubans  as  a  result  of  the 
sale  of  sugar  goes  into  the  purchase  of 
flour,  rice,  and  various  other  agricul¬ 
tural  products. 

I  was  told  that  they  had  to  have  a 
price  with  a  floor  to  it.  The  price  could 
be  4.16  cents,  or  4.25  cents,  but  it  had  to 
be  at  least  4  cents.  There  had  to  be 
some  leeway.  The  first  escalator  clause 
which  was  ever  written  into  a  contract 
of  that  nature  was  written  into  the  con¬ 
tract  at  that  time.  President  Grau 
wanted  to  know  what  was  going  to  hap¬ 
pen  when  price  controls  were  taffen  off 
flour.  If  they  were  removed,  and  if  the 
price  on  rice  and  flour  doubled,  natural¬ 
ly,  in  order  to  get  the  same  purchasing 
power,  the  price  of  sugar  would  have  to 
be  doubled. 

I  expressed  my  firm  conviction  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
would  not  let  prices  get  out  of  hand.  I 
said  that  I  knew  nothing  would  happen 
to  let  prices  get  out  of  hand.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Cuba  expressed  doubt,  as  did 
others,  including  Senator  Casenova.  I 
said  that  if  there  was  doubt  about  it,  we 
could  write  a  provision  that  if  prices 
should  get  out  of  hand,  sugar  prices 
would  be  increased  at  the  same  time. 

The  only  reason  why  that  provision 
was  absolutely  essential  was  that  Cuba 
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spends  in  the  United  States  every  dol¬ 
lar  she  receives  for  the  sugar  she  sells. 
If  ever  there  was  a  hamstring  of  the 
trading  back  of  commodities,  that  was 
it. 

I  hope  I  have  made  It  clear  to  my  able 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  I  am  not 
trying  to  strike  at  the  American  pro¬ 
ducer  of  sugar.  I  do  not  want  to  shrink 
his  market.  I  do  not  think  it  is  neces¬ 
sary.  I  merely  hope,  as  the  market  de¬ 
velops,  that  the  groups  which  have  been 
traditional  growers  of  sugar  for  others 
will  expand  with  it.  I  was  worried  that 
Cuba  was  not  going  to  participate  in  that 
advance  to  the  same  extent  she  partici¬ 
pated  when  we  needed  her  so  badly. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  the  fact  that  the  bill  will  dimin¬ 
ish  Cuba’s  percentage  of  the  market  as 
compared  with  existing  legislation. 

Mr.  ANDEfflSON.  I  do  not  know  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  certainly 
the  purpose. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  make  one  other 
comment,  and  then  I  shall  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Does  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
think  there  is  any  necessity  for  passing 
a  bill  extending  this  law  for  6  years, 
especially  in  view  of  the  provisions  he 
has  just  mentioned? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to 'say  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  that  I  certainly 
would  vote  for  a  3 -year  extension.  I  am 
not  sure  that  I  would  not  vote  for  a 
6-year  extension,  because  I  have  felt 
that  sugar  legislation  is  not  bad  legis¬ 
lation.  That  is  why  I  say  I  hope  that 
if  a  bill  to  continue  in  effect  for  6  years 
is  to  be  passed,  extreme  pains  will  be 
taken  to  make  sure  that  Cuba  is  not 
damaged. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  But  this  bill  al¬ 
ready  damages  Cuba;  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that;  that  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  why  I  say 
that  if  Cuba  is  to  be  damaged,  she  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be  damaged  for  only  6 
months,  instead  of  6  years.  If  Cuba  is 
not  to  be  damaged,  the  bill  can  cover 
a  6-year  period,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 
I  felt  compelled  to  speak  in  behalf  of 
Cuba  only  because  I  went  to  Cuba  and 
to  other  countries  in  that  part  of  the 
world  at  a  time  when  Cuba  desperately 
needed  a  larger  sugar  quota.  Although 
I  have  full  sympathy  for  the  require¬ 
ments  of  Mexico,  Peru,  and  many  of  our 
other  Latin  American  friends,  and  hope 
that  in  connection  with  the  bill  we  will 
take  into  consideration  those  and  many 
other  friends,  yet  I  hope  we  will  give  due 
consideration  to  Cuba,  which  needs  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  whether  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  will  yield  to  me  long  enough  to 
permit  me  to  address  three  questions  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  tMr.  An¬ 
derson]  who,  I  understand,  may  not  be 
able  to  remain  in  the  Chamber  very 
much  longer. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  1  am  willing  to 
yield  for  that  purpose  for  a  limited  time. 
How  much  time  does  the  Senator  from 
Florida  care  to  have  yielded  to  him? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Sufficient  to  enable 
me  to  ask  three  questions  only  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Will  5  minutes  be 
sufficient  for  that  purpose? 
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Ml-.  HOLLAND.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Very  well,  Mr. 
President;  under  the  circumstances  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  to  permit  him  to  ask  his  ques¬ 
tions  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
if  I  may  have  unanimous  consent  for 
that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bible  in  the  chair).  Is  there  objection? 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

First,  Mr.  President,  let  me  thank  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  for  the  very  fine  contributions  he 
has  made  in  the  past,  and  also  the  very 
fine  contribution  he  is  making  now,  to 
agriculture  and  to  the  entire  Nation. 

My  first  question  is  this:  From  the  un¬ 
paralleled  experience  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  had  when  he 
was  Secretary  of  Agriculture  during  war 
time,  does  he  not  know  that  sugar  is  one 
of  the  food  crops  which  is  regarded  as 
most  necessitous  and  most  strategic  in 
the  fullest  sense  of  those  words? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  Of  course 
there  are  several  other  foods  in  that 
category.  Fats  and  oils  are  of  tremen¬ 
dous  importance.  But  the  reason  why 
we  had  trouble  with  sugar  was  that  it 
was  a  very  handy,  compact  form  of  food 
which  could  be  put  into  sacks  and,  if  it 
remained  dry,  could  be  shipped  almost 
anywhere.  Sugar  is  a  very  satisfactory 
form  of  nourishment,  and  is  susceptible 
of  use  in  many  different  forms,  includ¬ 
ing  candy  bars.  Sugar  becomes  of  tre¬ 
mendous  importance  in  supplying  dietary 
deficiencies  and  also  in  supplying  heat  to 
the  human  body.  Sugar  is  a  very  fine 
food. 

Of  course  those  of  us  who  are  dia¬ 
betics  take  a  very  dim  view  of  sugar; 
but  for  the  rest  of  the  populace,  sugar  is 
a  very  fine  food. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Are  not  sugar  and 
wool  two  strategic  commodities  which 
are  in  deficit  supply,  and  therefore  have 
been  subjected  to  programs,  such  as  th'e 
sugar  program,  which  have  been  strongly 
supported  by  the  Senator  fpm  New 
Mexico,  based  upon  his-  entirely  un¬ 
paralleled  experience? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  say  that  al¬ 
though  sugar  was  in  a  peculiar  situation, 
there  are  certain  other  commodities  in 
a  comparable  situation.  However,  gen¬ 
erally  speaking,  the  others  are  not  com¬ 
modities  which  are  produced  simultane¬ 
ously  in  the  United  States  and  abroad. 

A  moment  ago  mention  was  made  of 
bananas.  Bananas  are  good  food,  but 
primarily  they  are  not  grown  in  the 
United  States. 

Wool  and  sugar  are  two  commodities 
produced  in  the  United  States.  How¬ 
ever,  the  United  States  is  a  deficit  pro¬ 
duction  area,  insofar  as  those  two  com¬ 
modities  are  concerned. 

Some  other  commodities  are  in  a  com¬ 
parable  situation,  but  they  are  not  nearly 
so  important  to  the  American  diet  or  the 
American  economy  as  are  wool  and 
sugar. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

I  have  one  more  question  to  ask:  Is 
it  not  true  that,  believing  that  those 


two  commodities  are  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance — more  important,  in  fact,  as  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  just  said,  than  are  any  other  com¬ 
modities — the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  consistenty  supported,  and  is  now 
supporting,  the  sugar  program,  because 
he  thinks  it  necessary  to  keep  our  do¬ 
mestic  production  of  sugar  going — al¬ 
ways  with  the  understanding,  of  course, 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  also 
wants  us  to  do  our  full  duty  to  Cuba, 
which  stood  by  us  in  the  way  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  just  recited? 

Mr.  ANDEfftSON.  Yes;  if  the  Senator 
from  Florida  will  modify  his  question  in 
the  way  he  did  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
question,  I  agree  completely.  I  do  be¬ 
lieve  there  should  be  a  sugar  program. 

I  am  worried  only  about  what  action 
has  been  taken  in  regard  to  Cuba. 

Let  me  say  that  I  did  not  have  a  chance 
to  read  the  hearings.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  and  his  fellow  committee  mem¬ 
bers  did  what  they  thought  was  right; 
and  of  course  they  had  the  advantage  of 
hearing  all  the  testimony.  Not  only  did 
I  not  hear  any  of  it,  but  I  have  not  been 
able  to  read  any  of  it,  for  I  have  been 
engaged,  and  still  am  engaged,  in  a  hear¬ 
ing  in  connection  with  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Act,  which  matter  has  occupied  all 
my  attention  for  a  full  week,  and  will 
continue  to  do  so  next  week,  and  so  forth. 

But  within  that  limitation,  I  have 
made  up  my  mind  that  whenever  a  sugar 
program  is  before  the  Senate,  I  would  be 
unfaithful  to  an  obligation  I  bear  within 
me  if  I  did  not  say  that  I  hope  Cuba  will 
have  fine  treatment  in  that  program. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico;  and 
I  am  particularly  grateful  to  my  friends, 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  LMr.  Ful- 
BRiCHTl  for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Of  course  I  yielded 
to  a  considerable  extent  to  the  Senator 
from  Ai'kansas,  when  I  was  addressing 
the  Senate. 

There  are  two  bits  of  information 
which  I  think  belong  in  the  Record,  in 
connection  with  the  colloqy  which  oc¬ 
curred  in  connection  with  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  on  the  effect 
on  the  production  of  sugar.  Under  the 
circumstances,  I  shall  handle  the  matter 
in  the  form  of  a  question:  Would  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  be  interested  in 
knowing  that,  year  by  year,  Cuba  exer¬ 
cised  the  privilege  of  supply  3,245,000 
tons  from  the  deficits  of  other  foreign 
and  domestic  areas,  through  the  8  years 
of  the  existing  Sugar  Act? 

I  should  like  to  have  permission  to 
place  this  table  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly.  1  think 
that  is  in  accord  with  the  chart. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  wished  to  have  the 
figures  placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly;  I  think 
that  would  be  desirable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 


Cuba’s  quotas  and  deficits  in  United  Stales  sugar  market,  1948-56 


(1 ,000  §hort  tons,  raw  value] 


Deficits  received  in  United  States  market 

Percent 

Percent 

Cuban 

Cuba’s 

United 

States 

quota 

From 

Philip¬ 

pines 

From 

domestic 

areas 

Total 

deficits 

Cuba’s 
quota 
plus  defi¬ 
cits 

Cuban 
quota 
of  total 
United 
States 
quotas 

quota 
plus  defi¬ 
cits  of 
total 
United 
States 
quota 

1948  . 

1,923 

705 

312 

1,017 

874 

2,940 

26.7 

40.8 

1949  . 

2, 219 

404 

470 

3,093 

29.6 

41.2 

I960 . 

3,  403 

428 

0 

1428 

3, 431 

39.1 

39.4 

1951..^ . 

2,614 

190 

143 

333 

2,947 

3,025 

33.1 

37.3 

1952  . 

2,622 

190 

213 

403 

33.2 

38.3 

1963  . 

2,  674 
2, 719 

96 

89 

185 

2,759 

31.8 

34.1 

1954  . 1 . 

0 

6 

6 

2,723 

33.0 

33.0 

1965 . 

2,800 

0 

0 

0 

2,860 

34.0 

34.0 

>2,809 

'  Because  a  technical  deficit  of  400,000  tons  was  declared  In  Cuba’s  1950  quota,  ofiacial  statistics  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  show  27,500  tons  net  deficit  to  Cuba  that  year. 

2  Initiai  1956  quota  based  on  8,350,000  consumption  estimate. 

Source:  Data  from  1948  to  1952  from  Sugar  Statistics,  vol.  I.  Data  for  1953,  1954,  1955,  and  1956,  from  sugar  reports 
and  USDA  press  releases. 


Mr.  BEJNNETT.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  be  interested 
in  a  statement  from  the  Cuban  sugar 
bible,  namely,  the  Weekly  Statistical 
Sugar  Trade  Joui-nal  of  February  2, 1956, 
in  which  the  Cubans  discuss  the  pending 
bill?  Let  me  say  that  I  should  like  to 
read  a  part  of  it  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  if  he  would  be  interested  in 
having  me  do  so;  and  I  should  like  to 
have  the  entire  quotation  set  forth  in 

ttie  CONGRESSIONM.  RECORD, 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes;  if  it  is  not  too 
long.  Certainly  I  do  not  wish  to  exclude 
any  information  which  is  pertinent  to 
our  consideration  of  this  matter. 


Mr.  BENNETT.  It  will  take  only  a 
minute  to  read  the  part  I  have  in  mind. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly;  let  the 
Senator  from  Utah  read  it.  Mi’.  Pi’esi- 
dent, 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  reads  as  follows, 
and  is  from  Luis  Mendoza  &  Co.,  under 
date  of  February  2,  1956: 

In  the  long  run  we  consider  that  it  would 
be  better  for  Cuba’s  Interests  that  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas  should  participate  automatically 
In  the  increases  in  consumption  mating  the 
Sugar  Act  fairer  and,  therefore,  of  a  more 
permanent  character  and  as  they  would  be 
participating  in  the  Increases  In  consump¬ 
tion  at  the  same  rate  in  which  they  supply 
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their  domestic  consumption  we  cannot  con¬ 
sider  that  as  a  reduction  to  Cuba. 


Then  the  article  continues,  but  I  shall 
not  read  further  from  it.  Since  the  rest 
of  the  article  is  to  be  placed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  can  read 
it  there  tomorrow. 

But  when  it  is  said  that  a  cut  in  Cuba’s 
hopes  is  not  represented  by  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  55  percent  to  the  domestic  indus¬ 
try,  but  is  represented  by  allocations  to 
other  foreign  countries,  let  me  say  that 
these  Cubans  feel  that  that  is  the  unfair 
situation — and  not  that  the  domestic  in¬ 
dustry  is  to  be  permitted  to  share  as  it  did 
before  1947. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  statement  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.  ' 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Habana,  Cuba,  January  28,  1956. — Messrs. 
Luis  Mendoza  &  Co.  write  as  follows: 


“THE  sugar  act 


“In  answering  the  following  questions  put 
up  to  him  by  Senator  J.  Allen  Preae  when 
appearing  before  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee.  Mr.  Henry  Holland,  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  for  Latin  American  Affairs,  did 
the  best  defense  of  Cuba’s  sugar  quota  in  the 
United  States  ever  made  In  the  Senate  of 
that  country: 

"Question.  In  World  War  II  where  did  the 
United  States  get  the  bulk  of  its  sugar?^ 

“Answer.  Cuba. 

“Question.  Were  we  able  to  produce  our 
own  needs  during  the  war? 

“Answer.  No,  sir. 

“Question.  This  sugar  which  Cuba  fur¬ 
nished  us  during  World  War  II,  was  it  at  the 
world  price  or  at  a  stipulated  price? 

“Answer.  It  was  at  a  stipulated  price  which 
was  below  the  world  price. 

“Question.  Why  did  Cuba  sell  sugar  to  us 
at  less  than  It  could  get  on  the  world  market? 

“Answer.  In  my  judgment  it  was  because 
they  were  willing  to  devote  their  major  In¬ 
dustry  which  is  sugar  to  supplying  our  needs 
and  in  this  way  making  their  contribution  to 
our  war  effort. 

“Question.  In  another  war  where  would  we 
get  most  of  our  sugar? 

“Answer.  Prom  Cuba. 


“After  these  definite  statements  it  would 
seem  impossible  to  have  Cuba’s  sugar  quota 
reduced  in  order  to  increase  the  quotas  of 
countries  that  were  not  able  or  did  not  want 
to  contribute  like  her  to  the  war  efforts  of  the 
United  States  but  there  are  several  political 
considerations  that  cannot  be  overlooked. 

“The  amendments  to  the  Sugar  Act.  that 
now  it  appears  will  be  Introduced  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  makes  Cuba’s  situation  somewhat  better 
as  compared  with  the  previous  projects  but 
anyway  we  are  subject  to  the  reduction  to 
33.75  percent  of  the  96  percent  we  now  en¬ 
joy  in  the  Increases  in  consumption.  This 
big  loss  is  to  a  great  extent  only  apparent  as 
the  Sugar  Act  in  force  was  not  permanent  as 
it  expires  at  the  end  of  this  year  and  when 
in  1952  the  previous  act  expired  we  suffered 
an  actual  loss  of  170,000  tons  and  a  reduction 
In  the  increases  in  consumption  equivalent 
to  about  80,000  tons  more,  or  say,  about 
250,000  short  tons  a  year  so  it  was  logical 
to  assume  that  at  the  expiration  at  the  end 
of  this  year  of  the  Sugar  Act  in  force  the 
reduction  would  match  the  increase  in  con¬ 
sumption. 


“In  the  long  run  we  consider  that  it  woul 
be  better  for  Cuba’s  Interests  that  the  dc 
mestic  areas  should  participate  automat 
cally  in  the  increases  in  consumption  maklr 
the  Sugar  Act  fairer  and  therefore  of  a  moi 
permanent  character  and  as  they  would  t 
participating  in  the  Increase  in  consumptlo 


at  the  same  rate  in  which  they  supply  their 
domestic  consumption  we  cannot  consider 
that  as  a  reduction  to  Cuba.  ’The  real  reduc¬ 
tion  we  suffer  in  the  projected  measure  is  in 
favor  of  the  foreign  areas  amounting  to 
slightly  more  than  10  percent  of  the  Increases 
in  consumption  and  assuming  they  reach 
135,000  tons,  as  is  expyected,  the  real  loss  for 
Cuba  would  be  only  about  15,000  tons  a  year, 
plus  about  75,000  tons  this  year,  as  the  new 
Sugar  Act  will  be  effective  1  year  ahead  of 
schedule. 

“The  fact  is  that  everybody  in  Cuba  is  so 
upset  about  this  matter  of  reductions  because 
it  has  reached  the  saturation  point  due  to 
the  continuous  reductions  suffered  for  vari¬ 
ous  reasons  in  recent  years. 

“First  of  all  the  1952  cut  of  250,000  tons, 
then  the  Philippines,  whose  large  deficits  we 
used  to  cover,  produce  at  present  their  full 
quota.  All  the  domestic  areas  no  longer 
have  deficits  which  we  used  to  cover  to  a 
great  extent.  Domestic  areas,  through 
means  of  better  and  modern  methods  have 
been  increasing  production  thus  requiring 
larger  quotas,  but  what  really  hurts  us  is  that 
the  new  legislation  is  favoring  the  granting  of 
quota  Increases  to  countries  who  did  not 
cooperate  during  the  war  or  who  are  not  co¬ 
operating  with  the  London  Agreement  whlcfh 
is  backed  by  the  United  States.  We  think 
this  attitude  is  neither  logical  nor  convenient 
to  the  United  States  and  above  all  the  fact  is 
that  all  reductions  must  be  made  at  Cuba’s 
expense.’’ 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  a  point  of  clarification  is  needed. 
The  Senator  from  Utah  says  the  Cubans 
do  not  feel  that  they  are  suffering  by 
reason  of  the  changes  between  1955  and 
1945;  but  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Utah 
that  they  certainly  would  like  to  have 
33  percent  of  the  increase  above  the  fig¬ 
ure  of  8,350,000  tons;  and  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Utah  will  help  us  support 
that  particular  figure,  because  that  is 
what  the  Finance  Committee  reported. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Let  me  say  that, 
rather  than  read  the  entire  statement, 
I  have  had  it  printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
that  actually,  this  proposed  legislation 
does  decrease,  of  course,  the  amount  of 
sugar  Cuba  can  sell  to  the  United  States ; 
and  the  figures  in  the  table  show  that  in 
1956,  Cuba  will  be  decreased  97,000  tons; 
in  1957j  199,000  tons;  and  it  continues 
to  1962,  when  Cuba  will  be  decreased 
618,000  tons.  So  actually  this  legisla¬ 
tion  would  decrease  the  amount  which 
Cuba  could  ship  to  the  United  States. 
But  I  should  like  to  add  that  the  Finance 
Committee  attempted  to  lessen  the  blow 
to  Cuba  by  increasing  the  proportion 
which  Cuba  could  sell  to  the  United 
States,  of  the  increased  consumption 
over  8,350,000  tons,  from  27  percent,  as 
in  the  original  Bennett  amendment,  to 
33  percent,  which  the  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee  finally  recommended,  which  repre¬ 
sented  some  relief. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  for  his  observations. 
I  had  been  struggling  to  make  the  point 
that  the  pending  legislation  would  in¬ 
volve  a  decrease  in  Cuban  sugar,  and  he 
has  clarified  it.  Of  course,  page  2  of  the 
report  makes  it  quite  clear  that  there  is 
a  decrease. 

Mr.  MANSFTELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  breather  of  1 
minute,  to  enable  me  to  submit  a  unani¬ 
mous  consent  request? 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  with  the 
understanding  that  I  do  not  lose  the 
fioor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate  is  now 
considering  the  Sugar  Act  Extension 
measure,  I  should  like  to  call  to  the 
Senate’s  attention  a  letter  written  by  an 
old  friend  and  colleague  in  the  Congress, 
the  Ambassador  of  the  Philippines,  the 
Honorable  Carlos  Romulo. 

This  letter,  written  to  Secretary  of 
State  Dulles,  sets  forth  the  viewpoint  of 
the  Philippines  vis-a-vis  the  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  before  us.  It  is  my  hope  that 
Ambassador  Romulo’s  remarks  will  be 
'  given  every  possible  consideration  by  this 
body  because  he  speaks  as  a  tried  and 
true  friend  of  the  United  States  and  an 
extremely  capable  ambassador  from  the 
Philippines  to  the  United  States. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
letter  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Embassy  op  the  Philippines, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  January  12, 1956. 
His  Excellency  John  Foster  Dulles, 

Secretary  of  State,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Excellency:  I  have  the  honor  to  refer  to 
the  bill,  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  and  to  Your  Excel¬ 
lency’s  note  of  August  15,  1955,  in  reply  to 
the  Embassy’s  note  of  April  26,  1955. 

The  bill  was  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  at  the  1st  session  of  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  but  was  not  acted  upon  by  the  Senate. 
Among  other  things,  H.  R.  7030  provides,  in 
section  6  thereof,  that  section  202  (a)  of  the 
Sugar’ Act  of  1948  be  amended  so-that  any 
increases  in  the  United  States  consumption 
in  excess  of  8,350^000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
be  apportioned  as  follows :  50  percent  thereof 
to  domestic  areas  (continental  beet,  main¬ 
land  cane,  Hawaii,  ^erto  Rico,  and  the  Vir¬ 
gin  Islands);  and  the  other  50  percent  to 
foreign  countries  (Cuba  and  other  foreign 
suppliers  except  the  Philippines).  The  Phil¬ 
ippines  Is  excluded  from  participating  In  any 
such  increases  in  the  United  States  sugar 
consumption  and  Its  sugar  quota  remains 
absolutely  fixed  at  977,000  short  tons,  raw 
value. 

In  Your  Excellency’s  note  referred  to,  you 
stated  that  “In  Its  report  to  the  Congress 
the  Department  of  State  did  not  recommend 
that  the  Philippine  sugar  industry  receive 
at  this-  time  a  share  of  future  increases  in 
sugar  consumption  In  the  United  States,’’ 
and  “has  indicated  that  consideration  should 
be  given  to  allowing  the  Philippines  to  share 
in  increased  consumption  when  sugar  legis¬ 
lation  is  next  amended  and  after  sugar  from 
the  Philippines  begins  to  pay  a  tariff.’’ 

In  support  of  Its  recommendation  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  advanced  the  following 
arguments : 

1.  Since  the  proposed  legislation  would 
enable  the  domestic  producers  to  share  in 
future  increases  in  consumption,  the  remain¬ 
ing  balance  thereof  available  to  all  foreign 
suppliers  would  be  correspondingly  reduced. 

2.  It  was  necessary  to  improve  the  position 
of  the  so-called  full  duty  countries  by  giving 
them  greater  share  of  the  future  increase  in 
consumption  available  to  foreign  suppliers. 

3.  In  view  of  Nos.  1  and  2  above,  any  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  was  not  possible  under  pres¬ 
ent  circumstances  because  of  overwhelming 
importance  of  sugar  to  the  Cuban  economy. 

4.  ’That  Ifie  Philippines  la  guaranteed  a 
market  for  952,000  tons  for  18  years,  an  en¬ 
viable  position  which  no  other  country  en¬ 
joys,  and  that  Philippine  sugar  is  unique  in 
that  it  pays  no  duty  at  the  present  time  and 
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will  experience  only  gradual  imposition  of 
the  lower  Cuban  rate  over  the  extended  pe¬ 
riod  of  18  years. 

I  will  now  be  permitted  to  state  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  my  Government  on  each  of  these 
arguments : 

1.  This  argument  apparently  Is  predicated 
on  the  proposition  that,  by  allowing  domestic 
areas  to  share  In  future  increases  in  con¬ 
sumption,  no  other  area,  In  this  case  the 
Philippines,  should  be  permitted  to  share  in 
such  Increase  because  to  do  so  would  further 
reduce  the  amount  available  to  other  foreign 
suppliers,  i.  e.,  Cuba  and  full-duty  countries. 
Such  a  proposition,  if  accepted,  would  violate 
the  principle  of  proportional  allotment, 
which  has  been  the  basis  of  the  quota  sys¬ 
tem  as  Inaugurated  in  1934. 

Section  4  of  Public  Law  213,  73d  Congress, 
known  as  the  Jones-Costigan  Act,  provides 
for  proportionate  allotments  to  offshore  areas 
based  on  “average  quantities  therefrom 
brought  into  continental  United  States  for 
consumption  in  the  years  1925-32,  inclusive 
»  •  *  .”  "jTjig  Sugar  Act  of  1937  continued  the 
principle  of  proportional  participation  and 
provided  for  a  Philippine  share  of  15.41  per¬ 
cent  of  the  United  States  consumption. 

Furthermore,  in  the  view  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  itself,  the  Imposition  of  an 
absolute  quota  is  “contrary  to  the  commer-. 
clal  policy  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.”  Thus,  at  the  hearing  on  the  Philip¬ 
pine  trade  bill  in  1945,  the  representatives  of 
the  Department  of  State  opposed  the  impo¬ 
sition  of  absolute  quotas  in  these  words ; 

“Since  imposition  of  absolute  quotas  is 
contrary  to  the  commercial  policy  of  this 
Government,  the  Department  recommends 
that  the  bill  be  amended  to  permit  Imports 
in  excess  of  quotas,  provided  that  full  United 
States  duty  ,1s  paid  on  imports  over  and 
above  the  quotas”  (statement  of  L.  C.  Stine- 
bower,  at  hearing  on  H.  R.  4184,  November 
15,  1945). 

The  revised  Phillppine-American  Trade 
Agreement  signed  in  Washington  on  Sep¬ 
tember  6,  1955,  permits  an  increase  in  the 
absolute  sugar  quota  of  the  Philippines  at 
the  discretion  of  Congress.  Article  II,  para¬ 
graph  1,  of  the  agreement  provides: 

“The  establishment  herein  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  amounts  of  Philippine  raw  and 
refined  sugar  that  may  be  entered,  or  with¬ 
drawn  from  warehouse,  in  the  United  States 
for  consumption,  shall  be  without  prejudice 
to  any  increases  which  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  might  allocate  to  the  Philip¬ 
pines  in  the  future.” 

While  it  is  true  that  the  participation  of 
the  domestic  areas  and  the  Philippines  in 
increases  in  future  consumption  will  re¬ 
duce  the  percentage  shares  of  Cuba  and  other 
foreign  countries  of  such  increases  when 
compared  to  their  previous  allotments  of  such 
increases,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  while 
domestic  areas  had  fixed  allotments  cor¬ 
responding  to  their  productive  capacities,  the 
Philippines  not  only  had  an  absolute  quota 
but  its  production  was,  until  last  year,  less 
than  its  quota  to  the  United  States.  With 
the  Increased  production  in  domestic  areas 
and  the  rehabilitaiton  of  the  Philippine  sugar 
industry,  it  would  seem  logical  and  equitable 
to  reestablish  the  principle  of  proportional 
sharing  by  all  areas  of  any  improvements  in 
sugar  consumption  in  the  United  States. 
Such  an  arrangement  will  not  prejudice  any 
party,  since  each  area  will  have  its  basic 
quota  which  will  be  Increased  proportionately 
as  consumption  of  sugar  in  the  United  States 
Increases  in  the  future  over  and  above 
8,350,000  short  tons,  raw  value. 

2.  The  desire  of  the  Department  to  Improve 
the  position  of  the  so-called  full  duty  coun¬ 
tries  is  based  obviously  on  the  principle  of 
proportional  allotment  which  it  is  now  pro¬ 
posed  to  apply  more  liberally  in  respect  to 
these  countries  by  giving  them  a  larger  share 
of  the  Increases  in  consumption.  With  all 
deference,  I  must  state  that  it  is  difficult  to 


understand  how  this  principle  could  be  used 
as  an  argument  for  excluding  the  Philippines 
from  among  the  suppliers  who  will  thus 
benefit  proportionately  from  a  greater  sugar 
demand  in  the  United  States. 

3.  With  respect  to  the  importance  of  sugar 
to  the  economy  of  Cuba  which  Your  Excel¬ 
lency  considers  as  one  of  the  reasons  why  the 
Department  did  not  recommend  for  the  Phil- 
llppines  a  share  of  the  future  increases  in 
sugar  consumption  in  the  United  States,  I 
am  bound  to  impress  upon  Your  Excellency 
the  fact  that  any  share  assigned  to  the  Phil- 
lippines  will  not  affect  the  quantity  which 
Cuba  is  currently  supplying  in  the  United 
States. 

A  reference  to  the  record  when  the  quota 
system  was  inaugurated  in  1944  will  show 
that  the  Philippines  made  the  greatest  sacri¬ 
fice  to  make  this  system  possible.  For  in¬ 
stance,  it  had  to  reduce  its  production  from 
1,652,593  short  tons  in  1933-34  crop  to  754,271 
short  tons  in  the  1934-35  crop,  or  a  cut  of 
more  than  50  percent.  As  may  be  seen  from 
the  following  figures,  the  Philippines  suffered 
the  most  in  the  Interest  of  the  quota  system 
in  the  United  States. 


Sugar  production  in  the  United  States  and 
principal  areas  supplying  United  States 
with  sugar  before  and  after  quota  system  i 


Area 

Produc¬ 
tion,  1933, 
short  tons 

Produc¬ 
tion,  1934, 
short  tons 

Incr<>asc 

or 

decrease, 
short  tons 

Per¬ 

cent 

United  States: 
Beet . 

1, 757,  ono 

1,241,000 

-516,  OOO 

-29 

Cane . . 

2,50,000 

267,000 

-1-17,000 

-f7 

Puerto  Rico _ 

1,103, 822 

773, 021 

-330,000 

-30 

Hawaii _ 

1,086, 654 

986, 849 

-99, 805 

-9 

Phiiippines _ 

1,652, 593 

764,  721 

-897, 872 

-M 

Cuba . 

2,  583,  202 

2,882,656 

-1-299,  454 

+12 

>  Sugar  Manual,  Hawaiian  Sugar  Planters’  Associa¬ 
tion,  1954. 


Furthermore,  the  record  of  the  past  20 
years  establishes  the  fact  that  none  of  the 
areas  experienced  a  reduction  in  its  allot¬ 
ment  except  the  Pliilippines,  which  actually 
suffered  a  cut  of  3  percent  in  its  quota,  that 
is,  from  1,005,602  tons  in  1934  to  977,000  tons 
in  1955.  The  following  figures  represent  the 
respective  final  quotas  of  the  various  areas  in 
1934  as  compared  to  their  final  quotas  in 
1955: 

Final  adjusted  sugar  quotas,  1934  compared 
to  1955  1 


[Shortrtons,  raw  value] 


Areas 

Fmal  adjusted 
Quotas 

Increase 

or 

decrease 

Per¬ 

cent 

1934 

1955 

Domestic  areas: 
United  States  beet. 
United  States  cane. 

1,5,56,166 
261,034 
948, 264 
807,312 
5,  304 

1,800,000 
,500, 1K10 
1,052, 000 
1,080, 000 
12,000 

-f243,  8.34 
+238.  966 
+103, 736 
+272, 688 
+6, 696 

+16 

-f92 

+11 

+34 

+126 

Vlrgin  Isiaiids _ 

3. 578. 080 

4,  444,  (HK) 

Foreign  areas: 

1,00,5,602 

1,866,482 

25, 836 

977, 000 
2, 859,  840 

119,160 

■  -28,  602 
+993, 358 

+93,  240 

-3 

+54 

+361 

Cuba ‘ . 

Full-duty  coun- 

Total 

2, 897, 920 

3,  956. 000 

Grand  total.... 

6,476,000 

8,400,000 

•  USDA  reports. 


As  Your  Excellency  will  recall,  the  Philip¬ 
pine  sugar  industry  emerged  from  World 
War  II  completely  paralyzed  with  most  of  its 
factories  destroyed  and  its  farms  laid  waste. 
The  recovery  and  rehabilitation  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  was  handicapped  by  the  universal 
shortage  of  machinery  and  equipment. 
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Plantations  had  to  be  reconditioned  to  re¬ 
sume  production,  but  owing  to  the  lack  of 
cane  seeds,  work  animals,  agricultural  im¬ 
plements  and  supplies,  it  was  possible  to  in¬ 
crease  the  area  under  cultivation  only  grad¬ 
ually.  Consequently,  despite  the  efforts  and 
sacrifices  of  both  planters  and  mill  owners 
and  the  generous  assistance  of  both  the 
United  States  and  Philippine  Governments, 
it  took  the  industry  8  years  to  recover  com¬ 
pletely  to  its  prewar  position.  In  the  13- 
year  period,  1941-53,  the  Philippines  could 
ship  to  the  United  States  no  more  than 
4.433,501  short  tons  of  its  total  quota  of 
12,376,000  short  tons,  thus  relinquishing  a 
total  of  7,952,499  short  tons. 

That  deficit,  totaling  nearly  8  million  short 
tons  and  valued  at  approximately  a  billion 
dollars,  weis  filled  from  foreign  sources  which 
thus  benefited  by  the  failure  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  as  a  result  of  the  war.  The  United 
States  Government  collected  approximately 
$100  million  in  customs  duties  on  the  Philip¬ 
pine  deficit  which  Cuba  and  other  foreign 
countries  supplied.  It  would  seem  only  fair, 
therefore,  that  after  so  many  difficulties,  the 
Philippine  sugar  industry  should  be  allowed 
to  share  with  these  countries  any  increase 
in  the  United  States  consumption. 

4.  Finally,  in  further  support  of  its  recom¬ 
mendation,  the  Department  points  out  that 
not  only  do  the  Philippines  enjoy  a  guaran¬ 
teed  market  for  952,000  tons,  but  such  quota 
is  protected  by  legislation  for  an  additional 
18  years,  adding  that  no  other  foreign  co\m- 
try  is  in  this  enviable  position.  The  unique 
position  in  which  the  Philippines  thus  finds 
itself  in  the  United  States  is,  however,  recip¬ 
rocated  by  the  equally  unique  position  the 
United  States  enjoys  in  the  Philippines.  For 
Instance,  no  foreign  country  except  the 
United  States  enjoys  national  rights  in  the 
Philippines  in  respect  of  the  development  of 
the  country’s  natural  resources,  business 
enterprises,  and  the  operation  of  public 
utilities. 

Again,  on  a  reciprocal  basis,  the  products 
of  the  United  States  are  accorded  preferen¬ 
tial  duties  in  the  Philippine  market.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  until  our  war-devastated 
economy  made  it  necessary  for  us  to  limit 
Importations,  American  products  were  in 
the  unique  position  of  being  entitled  to  enter 
into  the  Philippines  without  limitations, 
whereas  dm-.principNal  products — sugar,  coco¬ 
nut  oil,  tobacco,  pearl  buttons,  and  cord¬ 
age — were  imder  quota  restrictions  in  the 
American  market.  This  preferred  position 
of  American  products  will  undoubtedly  bo 
restored  as  soon  as  the  economy  of  the  Phil¬ 
ippines  returns  to  normal  condition. 

The  special  relationship  between  our, two 
countries  has  been,  as  Yoiir  Excellency  is 
well  aware,  the  logical  result  of  fifty-odd 
years  of  cooperation  and  collaboration  in 
peace  as  in  war. 

The  State  Department,  in  its  observation 
on  Philippine  progress  in  1954,  stated  the 
legitimate  Interest  of  the  United  States  in 
Philippine  progress  in  the  following  vein : 

“We  in  America  have  a  human  interest  in 
the  fate  of  the  Philippines,  for  a  half  century 
an  American  protege  and  in  the  darkest  days 
of  World  War  II  our  stanch  ally.  But  self- 
interest  no  less  than  international  friend¬ 
ship  demands  our  deep  concern  for  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  Philippines,  for  the  1,100-mile- 
long  archipelago  close  to  the  southeastern 
rim  of  Asia  is  of  strategic  importance  to  us 
and  to  all  free  nations.  The  PhUippines 
forms  the  southern  link  in  a  natural  line  of 
defense  running  northward  through  Japan 
and  the  Kuriles.  In  recognition  of  their 
need  of  each  other,  the  United  States  and 
the  Philippines  signed  a  treaty  of  mutual  de¬ 
fense  in  August  1951. 

“Not  only  vital  to  our  defenses  in  the 
Pacific,  the  Philippines  is  also  prlma  facie 
evidence  of  our  democratic  Integrity.  In  its 
Independence,  attained  In  accordance  with 
promises  made  by  the  United  States  Govern- 
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ment,  the  Philippines  Is  proof  to  the  world 
that  the  democratic  principle  is  valid  and 
that  the  United  States  stands  by  Its  promises. 
Other  peoples,  especially  In  the  Far  East,  have 
kept  a  close  eye  on  developments  In  the  Phil¬ 
ippines,  weighing  carefully  the  fact  and  the 
results  of  Philippine  independence.  With 
good  reason,  the  Philippines  has  been  called 
America’s  show,  window  in  the  Orient"  (De¬ 
partment  of  State  publication  5508,  Far  East¬ 
ern  Series  66,  August  1954). 

The  sugar  industry  has  been  a  main  pillar 
of  Philippine  economy.  Upon  it  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  population  depend  for  their  liveli¬ 
hood.  and  the  Philippine  Government  for 
its  revenue.  Our  sugar  exports  to  the  United 
States  provide  much  of  the  dollar  exchange 
with  which  we  pay  our  Imports  of  American 
products.  It  Is  significant  to  note  In  this 
connection  that.  In  the  8-year  period  before 
the  war,  1934-41,  the  Philippines  had  a  total 
favorable  trade  balance  with  the  United 
States  of  $257  million  (imports,  $621  million; 
exports,  $878  million) ;  in  the  8-year  period 
after  the  war,  1946-53,  the  Philippines  had 
a  total  negative  trade  balance  with  the 
United  States  of  $1,268  million  (imports, 
$2,861  million:  exports,  $1,593  million). 

At  a  time  when  the  dynamic  leadership  of 
President  Magsaysay  Is  lending  such  great 
Impetus  to  a  program  of  development  by 
which  the  Filipinos  hope  to  stop  the  Inroads 
of  communism,  I  need  hardly  emphasize  to 
Your  Excellency  the  importance  of  maintain¬ 
ing  and  strengthening  the  Philippine  sugar 
Industry  which,  upon  Its  record  of  complete 
recovery  from  the  vicissitudes  of  the  Second 
World  War,  holds  the  best  promise  of  pro¬ 
viding  Jobs  for  the  masses  and  improving 
the  trade  balances  of  the  Philippines.  In 
fact,  against  all  the  difficulties  which  stem 
from  the  provisions  of  the  1946  executive 
agreement,  increased  foreign  rates  and  high 
labor  costs  due  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
minimum-wage  law,  the  sugar  industry  is 
and  continues  to  be  a  mainstay  of  the  na¬ 
tional  economy  of  the  Philippines. 

According  to  the  State  Department.  It  has 
Indicated  to  the  Congress  that  "considera¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  allowing  the  Philip¬ 
pines  to  share  In  Increased  consumption 
when  sugar  legislation  is  next  amended  and 
after  sugar  from  the  Philippines  begins  to 
pay  a  tariff.”  This,  In  effect,  prolongs  the 
imposition  of  the  absolute  quota  for  the  next 
5  years,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
Department,  as  already  stated,  vigorously 
opposed  It  8  years  ago  as  “contrary  to  the 
commercial  policy"  of  the  United  States 
Government.  The  second  condition  for 
withholding  its  recommendation  for  Philip¬ 
pine  participation  “after  sugar  from  the 
Philippines  begins  to  pay  a  tariff”  has  al¬ 
ready  been  met  because  Philippine  sugar  be¬ 
came  subject  to  5  percent  of  the  United 
States  duty  on  January  1,  1956. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  facts  and 
considerations.  I  trust  that  Your  Excellency 
will  find  it  possible  to  reconsider  your  posi¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  Philippine  pro  rata 
participation  in  any  Increases  In  sugar  con¬ 
sumption  in  the  United  States.  I  would  be 
most  grateful  to  Your  Excellency  If  the  views 
of  my  Government  could  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  respective  committees  of 
Congress  for  their  consideration  when  the 
pending  legislation  comes  up  before  them. 

Accept,  Excellency,  the  renewed  assurances 
of  my  distinguished  consideration. 

Caelos  P.  Romitlo. 

Mr.  FTTLBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  colloquy  which  has  taken  place 
has  been  very  enlightening.  However,  I 
had  better  get  on  with  my  speech.  l 
should  like  to  complete  it  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  suspends  for  the  day. 

I  think  this  is  a  pertinent  point.  Un¬ 
der  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Mr.  True 


Morse  had  this  to  say,  as  reported  on 
page  74  of  the  hearings: 

The  Chatoman.  The  amount  would  be  suf¬ 
ficient;  I  mean,  there  would  be  sufficient 
sugar  available  for  the  needs  of  the  country? 

Mr.  Morse.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  announced 
a  consumption  figure  of  8,350,000  to  start  the 
year  and,  as  Is  customary,  as  requirements 
begin  to  grow  beyond  that  there  would  be 
additions  to  this  consumption  estimate. 

In  other  words,  it  is  quite  clear  from 
his  statement  that  that  estimate  is  below 
what  they  know  will  be  the  requirements 
later. 

The  figures  speak  for  themselves.  In 
1951  Cuban  purchases  were  $540  million 
In  1954  their  purchases  were  only  $420 
million  worth.  In  1951  the  United  States 
used  2,946,000  tons  of  Cuban  sugar;  in 
1954  only  2,729,000  tons. 

Among  many  other  items,  Cubans  pur¬ 
chase  large  quantities  of  rice  from  the 
United  States.  As  a  rule,  Cuba  is  the 
biggest  buyer  of  American  rice.  In  1951 
United  States  exports  of  rice  to  Cuba 
were  worth  $52  million ;  in  1954  only  $38 
million.  Obviously,  reduced  purchases  of 
sugar  from  Cuba  left  the  Cubans  with 
less  money  with  which  to  buy  American 
rice  and  encouraged  Cubans  to  grow 
more  rice  in  their  own  country,  although 
they  would  prefer  to  produce  sugar. 

This  shrinkage  of  the  rice  market  in 
Cuba  hurts  every  rice  grower  in  the 
United  States,  including  those  in  Arkan¬ 
sas.  It  also  hurts  the  rice  farmers  in 
Louisiana,  where  the  value  of  rice  pro¬ 
duced  exceeds  the  value  of  sugarcane. 
Thus,  one  of  the  effects  of  increasing  the 
domestic  sugar  quota  to  the  detriment  of 
Cuba  is  to  injure  the  American  rice  farm¬ 
er.  Cuba  is  also  an  important  purchaser 
of  cotton  textiles  from  this  country,  and 
her  purchases  of  such  textiles  have  been 
declining,  to  the  detriment  not  only  of 
the  cotton-textile  industry  of  the  United 
States  but  also  cotton  farmers. 

In  like  manner,  by  benefiting  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  producer,  we  hurt  the 
American  producers  of  wheat,  beans, 
lard,  automobiles,  machinery,  and  hun¬ 
dreds  of  other  items  produced  in  eveiT 
section  of  the  United  States,  items  which 
the  Cubans  buy  in  large  quantities. 

HOW  SUGAR  ACT  BENEFITS  A  LIMITED  CROUP  OP 
DOMESTIC  INTERESTS 

One  of  the  ostensible  purposes  of  the 
subsidy  payments  under  the  1948  Sugar 
Act  is  to  help  small  farmers.  In  keeping 
with  this  philosophy,  the  basic  subsidy 
rate,  $0.80  per  100  pounds  of  sugar — raw 
value — diminishes  progressively  with 
the  amount  of  sugar  that  the  recipient 
of  the  subsidy  produces.  The  average 
subsidy  paid  in  1953  was  $0.67  per  100 
pounds. 

In  spite  of  this  apparent  congressional 
intention,  however,  the  small  farmer  has 
not  been  the  main  beneficiary  of  these 
subsidies.  In  1953,  the  average  pay¬ 
ment  per  farm  in  Hawaii  was  $11,850. 
In  1953  Florida  cane  growers  received 
$1,330,000  in  subsidies.  The  average 
payment  per  farm  was  $53,000.  That 
Is  pretty  big  money  for  small  farmers. 
Most  small  farms  could  be  bought  for 
not  more  than  $53,000. 

In  1949  I  placed  in  the  Congressional 
Record  a  list  of  the  producers  who  had 
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received  indiivdual  Sugar  Act  payments 
in  excess  of  $100,000  for  cane  sugar  dur¬ 
ing  the  1948  crop  year.  For  that  year, 
out  of  total  Sugar  Act  payments  to  Flor¬ 
ida  of  $807,738,  one  sugar  planter  re¬ 
ceived  $593,451;  24  others  shared  the  re¬ 
maining  $214,000.  In  1953, 1  cane  grower 
in  Florida  received  $750,633.  In  Hawaii, 
out  of  1949  pajments  of  $8,437,619,  27 
cane  growers  received  amounts  in  excess 
of  $100,000  each,  ranging  from  $954,849 
down  to  $111,232.  In  Louisiana,  two 
cane  growers  received  in  excess  of  $100,- 
000  each.  In  Puerto  Rico,  9  received  in 
excess  of  $100,000. 

Beet  sugar  subsidies  per  farm  are  not 
of  the  same  order  of  magnitude  but  they 
are  still  large,  averaging  in  California, 
the  principal  beet-producing  State, 
$4,846  per  farm  in  1953. 

Yet  statistics  based  on  average  pay¬ 
ments  per  farm  fail  to  disclose  the  full 
extent  to  which  the  bulk  of  the  subsidy 
pajments  tend  to  go  to  the  big  operators. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  re¬ 
leased  figures  indicating  the  distribution 
of  1952  sugar  payments.  These  figures 
show  that,  in  the  domestic  beet  areas, 
0.3  percent  of  the  growers  received  7.5 
percent  of  the  payments  in  1952.  At  the 
bottom  end  of  the  scale  1.4  percent  of 
the  growers  receivde  only  0.002  precent 
of  the  total  payments. 

The  differences  are  even  more  striking 
In  the  mainland  cane  areas  of  Florida 
and  Louisiana,  as  well  as  in  Puerto  Rico, 
In  1952,  124  out  of  8,262  mainland  cane 
growers  pocketed  48  percent  of  the  sub¬ 
sidy  payments,  while  the  931  growers  at 
the  other  extreme  received  only  0.0001 
percent. 

In  Puerto  Rico,  11,207  growers  received 
about  5  percent  of  the  total  Government 
payments:  they  were  balanced  by  the  two 
largest  farmers,  who  also  received  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  payments. 

But  these  fat  subsidies — along  with 
quota  and  tariff  protection — were  not 
enough  for  the  domestic  sugar  industry. 
It  has  been  permitted  to  expand  its  out¬ 
put  16  percent  since  1948  and  is  now 
demanding  the  right  to  increase  still  fur¬ 
ther.  Consider  how  different  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  for  wheat,  cotton,  corn,  and  rice 
farmers. 

The  domestic  sugar  industry  even  had 
the  nerve  to  demand  increased  quotas 
^for  itself  in  1954 — 3  years  before  the  ex- 
'isting  law  was  due  to  expire,  a  law  which 
domestic  producers  had  urged  Congress 
to  pass  in  1951.  The  present  bill  is  gen¬ 
erous.  It  would  change  the  Sugar  Act 
only  1  year  before  it  is  due  to  expire. 

A  month  or  so  ago  the  administration 
added  still  another  to  the  already  long 
and  unmatched  list  of  benefits  to  the 
domestic  sugar  industry.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  is  now  purchasing  100,000  tons  of 
domestic  sugar  and  trying  to  give  it  away 
abroad.  It  is  pui’chasing  this  sugar  at 
the  high  prices  prevailing  in  the  United 
States,  thereby  adding  $3  to  $4  million 
to  the  cost — just  another  item  to  be 
borne  by  the  consumer  and  taxpayer, 
who  are  to  subsidize  the  domestic  sugar 
producers. 

The  excuse  for  buying  the  100,000  tons 
of  domestic  sugar  is  that  there  is  a  sur¬ 
plus  or  over-quota  supply  of  such  sugar 
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in  the  United  States.  The  Sugar  Act, 
however,  contains  provisions  by  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  can  control 
production  and  so  prevent  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  any  such  surplus.  In  fact,  the  law 
provides  that  one  of  the  conditions  for 
paying  subsidies  to  growers  shall  be  the 
control  of  production  in  line  with  the 
established  quota.  Consequently,  no 
surplus  sugar  could  exist  in  domestic 
areas  if  the  law  had  been  proi>erly  ad¬ 
ministered. 

LEGISLATION'  INJUKES  OUR  BEST  SOURCE  OP 
SUGAR 

The  proposed  Sugar  Act  legislation — 
in  both  the  House-passed  version  and 
in  the  administrations’  own  bill — is  bad 
enough  in  serving  to  expand  the  artifi¬ 
cially  propped,  triply  protected,  highly 
subsidized,  uneconomic  domestic  sugar 
industry  at  the  expense  of  Cuba,  his¬ 
torically  our  natural  and  economic 
source  of  supply. 

But  what  is  even  worse — morally  and 
economically — both  proposed  changes  in 
the  Sugar  Act  would  further  penalize 
Cuba,  our  one  sure  supplier  of  sugar,  at 
reasonable  prices,  in  time  of  war  as  well 
as  in  time  of  peace. 

Dining  World  War  II,  when  the  United 
States  was  in  vital  need  of  sugar — essen¬ 
tial  for  ammunition  as  well  as  food — 
for  both  herself  and  her  allies,  some  for¬ 
eign  producers  preferred  to  sell  their 
sugar  in  the  open  market  in  order  to  take 
advantage  of  the  higher  price.  We  had 
to  turn  to  Cuba  to  double  her  production, 
and  Cuba  sold  us  her  crop  at  a  price  sub¬ 
stantially  below  what  she  could  have  got¬ 
ten  on  the  open  market. 

The  export  of  sugar  is  vital  to  Cuba, 
for  sugar  is  overwhelmingly  her  prin¬ 
cipal  crop.  Sugar  is  a  relatively  imim- 
portant  source  of  revenue  for  both  Peru 
and  Mexico,  and  not  nearly  as  impor¬ 
tant  to  the  Dominican  Republic  as  to 
Cuba,  • 

Cuba  has  virtually  but  one  item  to  sell 
us — sugar.  Peru  sells  us  minerals  of 
all  kinds  and  a  special  kind  of  cotton. 
The  Dominican  Republic  sells  us  coffee 
and  cocoa.  Mexico  sells  us  a  host  of 
items,  fishery  products,  and  agricultural 
products,  minerals,  and  oil,  and  more 
recently  natural  gas.  Mexico  increases 
its  production  of  cotton  to  sell  on  the 
world  market  even  as  the  United  States 
reduces  its  production  of  cotton  for  sale 
on  the  world  market.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  in  our  own  best  national 
interest,  how  can  we  reduce  Cuba’s  share 
of  the  American  sugar  market  to  the 
benefit  of  Peru,  the  Dominican  Republic, 
and  Mexico? 

Mexico,  Peru,  and  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  are  today  enjoying  a  booming 
prosperity.  That  is  good.  Cuba  is  suf¬ 
fering  from  a  severe  recession — a  40- 
percent  reduction  in  sugar  production 
and  with  it  a  40-percent  reduction  in 
take-home  pay  for  the  sugar  workers. 
That  is  bad.  So  that  great  good  neigh¬ 
bor,  the  United  States,  now  moves  to 
help  the  situation  by  giving  Mexico,  Peru, 
and  the  Dominican  Republic  a  bigger 
share  of  the  American  market  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  Cuba.  That  is  just  dandy. 

However,  I  want  it  clearly  understood 
that  I  think  the  other  countries  which 


I  mentioned,  and  to  which  I  referred 
a  moment  ago  as  being  among  our  best 
customers  for  all  products,  especially 
other  agricultural  products,  should  not 
be  cut. 

With  regard  to  the  effect  on  rice  ex¬ 
ports,  in  1949  to  1950,  we  exported  to 
Cuba  6,111,625  hundredweights  of  milled 
rice,  and  in  1950  to  1951,  the  export 
figure  of  milled  rice  to  Cuba  was 
6,959,708.  Since  that  time,  our  exports 
of  milled  rice  to  Cuba  have  been  sub¬ 
stantially  diminished  each  year.  In  the 
1953  to  1954  period,  our  exports  of  this 
commodity  had  fallen  to  4,655,390  hun¬ 
dredweights. 

During  the  period  from  1950  to  1955, 
imports  of  sugar  from  Cuba  to  the 
United  States  declined  from  3,265,088 
short  tons  raw  value  to  2,667,840,  the 
initial  quota  for  1955,  which  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  597,248  tons.  In  the  correspond¬ 
ing  period,  exports  of  rice  from  the 
United  States  to  Cuba  dropped  from 
6,959,708  hundredweights  in  1950  to 
4,655,390  hundredweights  in  1954,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  2,304,318  hundredweights. 

These  figures  leave  little  doubt  that 
the  quota  system  imposed  on  the  impor¬ 
tation  of  Cuban  sugar  by  the  Sugar  Act 
have  had  a  serious  diminishing  effect  on 
the  amount  of  rice  we  export  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  draw  the 
Senator’s  attention  also  to  the  relative 
costs  of  some  of  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams.  The  most  recent  report  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  as  of 
December  31, 1955  discloses  the  following 
information  taken  from  schedule  8  en¬ 
titled,  “Analysis  of  Program  Results 
From  October  17,  1933,  thi’ough  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1955  (Realized  Gains  and 

Losses) .” 

This  schedule  shows  that  the  realized 
loss  from  price  support  programs  on 
basic  commodities  for  that  period  is 
$489,643,464.  The  total  cost  of  all  price 
support  programs  is  shown  at  $2,720,- 
817,458. 

For  example,  the  cost  of  price  supports 
during  this  period  have  amounted  to — 

Rice . .  1  $6,  051,  406 

Upland  cotton _ 1267,889,590 

■Wheat _ “  335,  497,  546 

Potatoes  . . - . 1478,536,219 

Dried  milk _ ’  302,  178,  866 

Butter . . . . 1322,049,716 

1  Profit. 

1  IjOss. 

The  total  of  payments  under  the 

Sugar  Act  from  1937  to  1955  is  $1,038,- 

735,000. 

That  is  incredible  to  me.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  many  persons  realize  that  we  have, 
paid  to  this  relatively  small  number  of 
sugar  producers,  many  of  whom  are  in 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico — especially  the 
big  producers — ^more  than  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars  since  1937,  although  the  total  real¬ 
ized  loss  for  all  the  basics  was  less  than 
a  half  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
have  before  him  the  amount  collected 
during  that  period?  I  refer  to  the  en¬ 
tire  amount. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  amount  is  in 
the  report.  I  have  never  questioned  the 
amount  which  has  been  collected.  I 
agree  that  we  have  collected  more  taxes 
from  the  people  of  our  country  than  the 
amount  of  that  payment.  However, 
that  is  quite  irrelevant  to  the  issue.  We 
have  also  collected  more  taxes  from  the 
people  of  the  country  than  the  total  cost 
of  running  the  Government.  We  have 
not  had  a  deficit  every  year.  I  see  no 
relevancy  in  that  regard.  We  penalize 
the  consumers  of  the  United  States  and 
collect  a  tax  from  them,  and  then  pay 
the  money  to  a  few  people  who  produce 
sugar. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  With  the  Senator’s 
permission,  I  should  like  to  make  a  short 
statement,  to  the  effect  that  from  1938 
to  1955  the  entire  amount  collected  was 
$1,298,858,419.  The  net  amount  that 
went  into  the  Treasury  and  not  paid  out 
was  $312,648,370. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
that  has  any  significance  at  all.  It  is 
like  the  argument  that  the  veterans  pro¬ 
gram  does  not  cost  us  anything  because 
the  veterans  pay  taxes.  They  may  well 
pay  more  than  the  cost,  but  a  great  many 
other  people  also  pay  taxes.  The  taxes 
are  levied  on  all  the  people,  as  was 
brought  out  in  the  committee,  and  not 
levied  merely  on  the  sugar  producers. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  in  the  rec¬ 
ord  of  hearings  the  number  of  payees 
under  the  Sugar  Act.  However,  there 
are  at  pages  84,  85,  and  86  tabulations 
showing  the  number  of  payees  for  the 
1953  crops  in  the  various  domestic  areas. 
They  are  as  follows; 


Sugar-beet  program _  40,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  472 

Louisiana  and  Florida _  7,  565 

Hawaii _  1.200 

Puerto  Rico _ 19,  833 


The  total  of  these  figures  is  69,070. 

On  February  3  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Watkins]  stated  that  the  most  up- 
to-date  census  figures  indicate  that  there 
are  approximately  4,700,000  farms. 
Therefore,  it  is  a  very  small  fraction  of 
the  producers. 

I  have  submitted  two  amendments 
which  I  intend  to  offer  to  the  bill.  One 
of  them  merely  cuts  down  the  period  for 
which  the  act  is  extended  to  2  years.  I 
believe  that  then  we  should  take  a  look 
at  the  act  to  see  how  it  works  and  de¬ 
termine  what  havoc  it  has  caused.  In 
the  Central  American  countries  we  are 
doing  a  great  deal  to  isolate  ourselves. 
Certainly  we  are  isolating  ourselves  from 
our  friends  in  Europe  and  Asia.  Now 
with  this  bill  we  contribute  to  our  isola¬ 
tion  in  this  hemisphere.  Therefore  I 
commend  the  amendment  to  the  Senate 
merely  as  a  safeguard  against  the  dras¬ 
tic  effects  of  the  bill. 

The  other  amendment  would  provide 
90  percent  supports  for  sugar,  because, 
as  I  have  said  before,  I  see  no  reason  why 
the  support  for  sugar  should  be  higher 
than  it  will  be  for  the  commodities  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  bill  which  I  hope  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
ELLENDER]  Will  bring  to  the  Senate  from 
the  Committee  dn  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  I  do  not  believe  sugar  should  be 
supported  at  any  higher  percentage  of 
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parity  than  wheat  or  cotton  or  any  of 
the  other  basic  commodities. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
memorandum  I  have  prepared  relative 
to  payments  to  individual  producers  in 
Hawaii,  Florida,  Louisiana,  and  Puerto 
Rico,  and  some  discussion  of  the  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

It  was  testified,  at  the  hearings  upon  the 
amendments  to  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  that 
payments  under  this  act  have  averaged  $64 
million  annually.  An  analysis  of  the  pro¬ 
ducers  receiving  these  payments  discloses 
that  during  the  year  1954,  39  producers  re¬ 
ceived  over  $100,000  each.  Their  sugar  act 
payments  comprise  approximately  20  percent 
of  the  total  payments  to  all  producers.  One 
producer  received  over  $1  million.  Set  forth 
below  is  a  tabulation  showing  how  much 
each  of  these  producer  companies  received: 

Amount  of 


Hawaii;  payment,  1954 

Hakalau  Plantation  Co _  $180,  726 

Hamakua  Mill  Co -  282,  935 

Hawaiian  Agricultural  Co -  311.  534 

Hilo  Sugar  Plantation  Co -  192,  840 

Honokaa  Sugar  Co -  243,  824 

Hutchinson  Sugar  Plant.  Co -  163,  104 

Kaiwikl  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd -  180,  656 

Kohala  Sugar  Co -  360,  527 

Laupahoehoe  Sugar  Co -  219,  179 

Olaa  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd -  265. 141 

Onomea  Sugar  Co _ -  230,  196 

Paauhau  Sugar  Plant.  Co_« - -  176,446 

Pepeekeo  Sugar  Co _  203,  524 

Gay  &  Robinson _  171,  911 

Grove  Farm  Co.,  Ltd _ -  325,  264 

Kekaha  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ -  397,  586 

Kilauea  Sugar  Plant.  Co _  145,  205 

McBryde  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _  285,  441 

Olokele  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _  288,  002 

The  Lihue  Plant.  Co.,  Ltd _  498,  880 

Hawaiian  Commercial  &  Sugar 

Co.,  Ltd . .  1,  051,  585 

Pioneer  Mill  Co.,  Ltd.. . .  457,  358 

Wailuku  Sugar  Co _  271,  718 

Ewa  Plantation  Co _  489,  051 

Kahuku  Plantation  Co _  195,  828 

Oahu  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _  572,  497 

Walalua  Agricultural  Co.,  Ltd _ _  617,  710 

Florida : 

U.  S.  Sugar  Corp _ _  702,  564 

Okeelanta  Sugar  Refinery,  Inc _  119,  015 

Louisiana: 

Godchaux  Sugars,  Inc _  121,363 

South  Coast  Corp _  221,261 

Southdown  Sugars,  Inc _  200,859 

Puerto  Rico: 

Luce  &  Co -  557,  288 

Heirs  of  Miguel  Esteves  Blanes, 

deceased _  144,015 

Eastern  Sugar  Associates _  328,  904 

Antonio  Roig,  Suers _  345, 101 

Sucesion  J.  Serralles _  322.  094 

Mario  Mercado  e  Hijos _  105,  963 

Ramon  Gonzales  Hernandez _  107,  850 

hidden  BENEFICIABIES 


Sugar  producers  form  a  tightly-knit  or¬ 
ganization.  Indeed,  unlike  any  other  in¬ 
dustry  of  which  I  am  aware,  they  exchange 
among  themselves  common  directors.  Only 
in  a  highly-protected,  highly-subsidized, 
noncompetitive  industry  would  this  be  pos¬ 
sible.  I  have  found,  for  Instance,  that  one 
company,  C.  Brewer  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  owns  between 
50  and  100  percent  of  the  stock  of  10  of  the 
companies  which  received  compliance  pay¬ 
ments.  The  payments  to  these  10  organiza¬ 
tions  total  $2,164,000,  or  3.4  percent  of  the 
total  payments  made  by  the  United  States 
Government  to  all  sugar  producers.  Another 
company,  Theodore  H.  Davjes  &  Co.,  controls 
three  companies,  which  received  Sugar  Act 
payments  in  1954  totaling  over  $700,000,  or  a 
little  over  1  percent  of  the  total  payments 
made  by  the  United  States  Government. 


The  Brewer  and  Davies  companies,  whose 
names  do  not  even  apipear  in  the  list  of  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  Sugar  Act  payments,  therefore  re¬ 
ceived  almost  5  percent  of  the  $64  million 
paid  out  by  the  Government  last  year  under 
the  Sugar  Act.  I  understand  that  recently, 
some  of  oxu:  big  industrial  corporations, 
which  are  listed  on  the  stock  exchange,  are 
entering  the  field  to  share  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  largesse.  The  financial  services 
recently  carried  the  story  that  Webb  &  Knapp 
either  had  purchased  or  were  going  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  controlling  interest  in  Godchaux 
Sugars,  Louisiana  producer.  Celotex  Corp. 
has,  for  some  time,  held  the  controlling  in¬ 
terest  in  South  Coast  Corp.,  another  Louisi¬ 
ana  sugar  producer  which  has  consistently 
received  in  excess  of  $200,000  per  year  in 
Sugar  Act  payments.  It  is  apparent  from 
this  bare  recital  of  the  real  beneficiaries  of 
the  Sugar  Act  that  the  chief  beneficiaries  are 
not,  as  some  persons  would  have  us  believe, 
farmers,  but  large  industrial  corporations. 

RATE  OP  RETURN 

The  contribution  of  the  Sugar  Act  to  the 
prosperity  of  American  sugar  producers  is 
evident  from  the  most  casual  of  glances  at 
their  Income  statements.  Five  American 
mainland  sugar  producers  received  payments 
of  over  $100,000  in  1954.  Of  these,  four  pub¬ 
lish  financial  statement  about  their  opera¬ 
tions.  United  States  Sugar  Corp.,  which 
received  a  payment  of  $703,000,  earned 
a  return  for  its  Investors  of  15.4  percent 
upon  their  net  worth.  Southdown  Sugars, 
Inc.,  which  received  a  payment  of  $200,000, 
earned  a  return  upon  net  worth  in  1954  of 
13.1  percent.  Although  South  Coast  Corp. 
earned  a  return  of  only  4.9  percent  upon 
its  net  worth  in  1954,  those  earnings 
were  abnormally  low.  In  1953  their  earn¬ 
ings  were  50  percent  higher.  In  1952  they 
were  approximately  40  percent  higher,  and 
in  1951  South  Coast’s  net  Income,  after  taxes, 
was  more  than  twice  the  net  Income  it  re¬ 
ceived  in  1954.  In  each  of  these  years, 
however,  the  Sugar  Act  payment  was  be¬ 
tween  $165,000  and  $234,000. 

Rates  of  return  upon  net  worth  show  con¬ 
siderable  fluctuation  in  the  table  prepared 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  pages  80  and  81  of  the  hearings. 
Financial  Information  about  most  of  the 
companies  is  difficult  to  obtain  and  is  not 
published  in  the  financial  manuals.  It 
seems  that  it  is  those  companies,  whose 
financial  statistics  are  not  scrutinized  by 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission,  or 
any  other  public  agencies,  that  show  the 
lowest  return.  Thus,  6  of  the  7  Puerto  Rican 
companies  publish  no  financial  statistics, 
and  it  is  the  Puerto  Rican  companies  which 
claim  the  lowest  return.  Similarly,  the 
Okleelanta  Sugar  Refinery  is  the  only  main¬ 
land  company  receiving  a  compliance  pay¬ 
ment  of  over  $100,000,  which  does  not  show 
a  substantial  return  upon  net  worth,  and  it 
is  the  only  company  which  does  not'  publish 
its  financial  statement.  I  make  no  charges, 
but  I  believe  this  matter  should  be  studied. 

UNITED  STATES  SUGAR  CORP. 

One  of  the  most  highly  subsidized  corpo¬ 
rations  is  the  United  States  Sugar  Corp.  For 
most  of  the  years  during  which  the  Sugar 
Act  has  been  in  effect,  it  was  the  only  pro¬ 
ducer  in  the  State  of  Rorlda  which  received 
a  payment  of  over  $100,000  per  year.  Now, 
there  are  two  such  companies,  the  other  one 
being  the  Okleelanta  Sugar  Refinery,  which 
receives  payment  slightly  in  excess  of 
$100,000  per  year. 

’The  United  States  Sugar  Corp.  received 
payments  of  $592,000  in  1949,  $615,000  in 
1950,  $658,000  in  1951,  $789,000  in  1952, 
$750,000  in  1953,  and  $702,000  in  1954,  Dur¬ 
ing  this  time  it  had  a  net  income,  before 
taxes,  of  $2,109,000  in  1950,  $5,718,000  in  1951, 
$5,857,000  in  1952,  $5,246,000  in  1953,  and 
$5,223,000  in  1954.  ’The  market  price  of  its 
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stock  has  reflected  its  prosperity,  for  the 
stock  has  risen  from  $3  per  share  early  in 
1950  to  $14  per  share  in  1955.  Benefits  from 
the  subsidy,  obviously,  are  designed  to  im¬ 
prove  the  financial  resources  of  the  stock¬ 
holders  of  the  corporation. 

INACCURACIES  IN  TABLE 

On  pages  80  and  81  of  the  Sugar  Act  Ex¬ 
tension  hearings  before  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance,  there  appears  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  39  producers  receiving  Sugar  Act 
compliance  payments  of  $100,000  or  more  in 
1954  and  certain  financial  data  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1954  or  the  fiscal  year  ending  in 
1955.  It  indicates  the  gross  income  of  the 
producers,  their  net  profit,  excluding  com¬ 
pliance  payments,  and  their  net  profit  in¬ 
cluding  compliance  payments,  their  net 
worth  at  the  end  of  the  year,  their  rate  of 
profit  upon  'their  net  worth,  their  produc¬ 
tion  of  raw  sugar,  the  processing  tax  col¬ 
lected.  the .  excess  of  the  payment  over  the 
processing  tax,  the  rate  of  tax,  and  the  rate 
of  compliance  payments. 

The  data  was  collected  in  response  to  a  re¬ 
quest  by  Senator  Byrd  during  the  hearings, 
by  telegrams  sent  to  the  producers  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Since  it  was 
compiled  under  pressure  and  in  a  hurry, 
there  are  some  inconsistencies  in  the  table. 
Of  the  39  producers  to  whom  telegrams  were 
sent  requesting  Information,  38  responded 
and  furnished  the  requested  data.  Of  these 
38,  it  appears  that  35  showed  net  profits. 
However,  if  the  compliance  payment  is  sub¬ 
tracted  from  the  net  profit,  the  table  .shows 
that  only  14  would  have  a  net  profit.  * 

’This  method  of  determining  whether  there 
is  a  net  profit  from  operations  exclusive  of 
the  compliance  payment  is  fallacious,  for  it 
results  in  subtracting  the  taxes  paid  upon 
the  compliance  payment  before  arriving  at 
the  net  profit,  even  though  the  compliance 
payment  is  excluded  from  the  income.  It 
would  be  more  accurate  to  subtract  the  com¬ 
pliance  payment  from  the  profits  figure  be¬ 
fore  taxes  if  a  determination  whether  there 
is  a  profit  exclusive  of  compliance  payments 
is  desired.  The  table  furnished  to  ^nator 
Byrd  does  not  have  a  net-profit-before-taxes 
figure.  In  order  to  obtain  this,  I  examined 
the  financial  statements  of  the  producers 
which  are  published  by  the  financial  man¬ 
uals.  Only  23  of  the  39  producers  make 
such  financial  statements  available  to  the 
public.  Only  1  of  the  7  Puerto  Rican  pro¬ 
ducers  does.  My  calculations,  which  have 
been  checked  by  the  SEC,  show  that  15  of 
the  23  producers  had  a  net  Income  in  1954 
which  exceeded  the  .compliance  payment. 


Company 

Profit 

before. 

taxes 

Compli¬ 

ance 

payment 

Excess  of 
profit 
over  com¬ 
pliance 
payment 

Eastern  Sugar  Associates. 

$168,850 

$328, 904 

-$lfi0, 0.54 

Ewa  Plantation  Co. . 

1,  ■102,161 

489,  051 

913,  UO 

Oodebaux  Sugars,  luc _ 

1,090,172 

138, 488 

951,684 

Hawaiian  Agricultural  Co. 
Hawaiian  Commercial  & 

«U,  293 

311,534 

-212,241 

Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Honokaa  Sugar  Co . 

Hutchin.son  Sugar  Plan- 

2, 429,  4.55 

1,0.51,, 585 

1,377,  870 

101,333 

243, 824 

-82,  491 

tation  Co _ _ 

82,  470 

163, 104 

-80,  634 

Kahuku  Plantation  Co... 

77,350 

195, 828 

-118,  47S 

Kekaha  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd.. 
The  Lihue  Plantation 

845,  655 

397,  58ti 

44H,  069 

Co.,  Ltd . 

985,118 

498, 880 

486,  238 

McBrydc Sugar  Co.,  Ltd. 

218,416 

28.5,  441 

-67,025 

Oahu  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

1,551,652 

572,  497 

979,  055 

Olaa  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

-746,382 

265, 141 

-1,010,523 

Olokele  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd... 

661,426 

37,975 

288, 002 

273.  424 

Onomea  Sugar  Co. . . 

Paauhau  Sugar  Planta- 

230,196 

-192,221 

lion  Co _ _ 

198, 745 

176,446 

22, 299 

Pepeekeo  Sugar  Co. . 

238, 847 

203,  524 

3.5,  323 

Pioneer  Mill  Co.,  Ltd _ 

822,  704 

4.57,358 

365, 346 

South  Coast  Corp _ 

497,  439 
1, 814,  441 

221,261 

276.178 

Southdown  Sugars,  hic... 

227,  073 

1,587,368 

United  States  Sugar  Corp, 
Waialua  Agricultural 

5, 223,  621 

702,564 

4,  520, 957 

Co.,  Ltd.. _ _ 

1, 180, 743 

517,  710 

663, 033 

Wailuku  Sugar  Co.  _ 

606,312 

271,  718 

234,  594 

1956 
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SUGAR  PAYMENTS  FROM,  COMPARED  TO  TAX  PAY¬ 
MENTS  TO,  TERRITORIAL,  STATE,  AND  FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

A  comparison  was  also  made  between  the 
total  Federal  Income,  excess  profits  and  terri¬ 
torial  or  State  taxes  paid  by  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  and  the  payments  received  by  them. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  the  nature  of  this  information, 
to  indicate  the  type  of  situation  we  are 
dealing  with.  Let  us  take  Hawaii.  The 
Hawaiian  Commercial  &  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd., 
was  paid  $1,051,585.  I  can  see  no  ex¬ 
cuse  whatever  for  levying  a  tax  upon 
the  housewives  of  this  country  and  pay¬ 
ing  any  such  magnificent  sums  to  a  num¬ 
ber  of  enormous  corporations  operating 
in  Hawaii.  The  list  contains  39  pro¬ 
ducers  who  received  in  excess  of  $100,- 
000  each. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  it  is  38  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  My  list  shows  39. 
It  is  taken  from  the  same  statistics  which 
were  presented  at  the  hearings.  I  won¬ 
der  how  many  people  realize  that  these 
enormous  payments  are  being  made.  I 
found  for  instance  that  one  company,  C. 
Brewer  &  Co.,  Ltd.,  owns  between  50  and 
100  percent  of  the  stock  of  10  of  the  com¬ 
panies  which  received  compliance  pay¬ 
ments.  The  payments  to  these  10  or¬ 
ganizations  total  $2,164,000,  or  3.4  per- 


It  was  found  tbat  18  of  the  23  producing 
companies  received  more  from  the  Federal 
Government  as  a  payment  under  the  Sugar 
Act  than  they  pay  to  the  Federal  and  terri¬ 
torial  or  State  governments  In  taxes.  In 
effect,  therefore,  they  have  a  tax-free  oper¬ 
ation. 


cent  of  the  total  payments  made  by  the 
United  States  Government  to  all  sugar 
producers. 

If  these  are  little  farmers  we  are  help¬ 
ing,  I  do  not  understand  the  English 
language. 

Another  company  is  the  Theodore  H. 
Davies  Co.,  which  controls  three  com¬ 
panies.  It  received  sugar  payments  in 
1954  totaling  in  excess  of  $700,000,  or  a 
little  more  than  1  percent  of  the  total 
payments  made  by  the  United  States 
Government. 

If  there  is  any  justification  for  aiding  a 
few  small  growers  to  get  started  or  to 
survive  in  the  arid  West,  perhaps  a  case 
can  be  made  for  such  a  situation.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  utterly  unable  to  understand 
why  we  should  subsidize  to  the  tune  of 
$2  million  a  great  combine  in  Hawaii 
which  owns  10  big  companies. 

There  is  one  other  point  I  should  like 
to  make  in  regard  to  the  profits  of  these 
companies.  I  believe  I  have  consent  to 
place  these  papers  in  the  Record.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 


Finance  Committee  did  not  put  Into  the 
Record  the  letter  and  the  table,  and  if  it 
is  agreeable  with  him,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  addressed  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee.  I  believe  he  made 
inquiry  as  a  result  of  my  letter  to  him 
relating  to  the  Interpretation  of  the  ta¬ 
bles.  I  believe  there  was  a  misconception 
left  by  the  table  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  think  this  letter  clarifies  the 
situation,  together  with  the  table  which 
I  ask  consent  to  have  printed  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  table  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

United  States 
Department  op  AGRieuLTURE, 
Commodity  Stabilization  Service, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  6, 1956. 
Hon.  Harry  F.  Byrd, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  United  States  Senate, 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  We  appreciate  very 
much  your  calling  to  our  attention  Senator 
Fijlbright's  comments  on  the  data  supplied 
by  the  Sugar  Division,  which  appear  on  pages 
80  and  81  of  the  hearing  record  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance  on  the  extension  of  the 
Sugar  Act. 

The  data,  as  you  will  recall,  were  furnished 
in  response  to  your  request,  which  appears 
on  page  78  of  the  Record,  as  follows: 

“I  would  like  to  have  a  statement  of  all 
companies  that  get  over  $100,000  subsidies 
and  find  out  what  the  earnings  were  without 
the  subsidies,  and  what  the  earnings  are 
with  the  subsidies,  with  the  amount  of  in¬ 
vested  capital.” 

The  table  contains  two  columns  labeled 
‘‘Net  profit  (or  loss)  from  all  operations”: 
one  ‘‘including  compliance  payments,”  the 
other  ‘‘excluding  compliance  payments.” 
The  latter  is  subject  to  a  footnote  which 
reads,  ‘‘Without  adjustment  for  the  income 
tax  paid  on  compliance  payments.”  As  the 
note  indicates,  and  as  the  figures  in  the 
column  clearly  show,  the  data  in  the  latter 
column  represent  a  simple  subtraction  of  the 
amount  of  the  compliance  payment  from  the 
net  profit  (or  loss)  from  all  operations. 
‘The  compliance  payments  are  shown  in  the 
first  column  of  the  table. 

Senator  Fulbright  objects  to  our  simpli¬ 
fied  procedure  which  did  not  include  the 
computation  of  income  taxes  on  compliance 
payments.  Much  can  be  said  in  favor  of  a 
more  comprehensive  procedure  which  will 
show  the  tax  breakdown  required  to  meet 
Senator  Fulbright’s  point.  The  effect,  of 
course,  is  to  show  that  companies  in  a  profit 
position  are  permitted  to  retain  only  a  por¬ 
tion  of  their  compliance  payments.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  Senator  Fulbright,  in  his  own 
computations,  shows  as  the  ‘‘true  profit  fig¬ 
ures”  data  on  profits  before  taxes.  In  an 
evaluation  of  earnings  we  do  not  consider 
it  proper  to  disregard  any  such  major  item 
of  cost  as  taxes.  Senator  Fulbright,  by  ig¬ 
noring  taxes,  overstates  net  profits  for  the 
more  profitable  companies  by  more  than 
100  percent. 

Federal  income  taxes  alone  amount  to  30 
percent  of  the  first  $25,000  of  taxable  net 
Income  and  to  52  percent  of  taxable  net 
income  above  $25,000.  All  of  the  companies, 
except  those  in  Puerto  Rico,  are  subject  to 
this  tax  and  those  in  Puerto  Rico  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  substantial  income  tax  impo'feed  by 
the  Commonwealth.  Additional  taxes  or  net 
income  are  levied  by  Hawaii  and  a  number 
of  States  on  firms  operating  in  those  juris¬ 
dictions.  It  does' not  appear  valid  to  ignore 
a  cost  which  may  be  greater  than  the  net 
profit. 

In  order  to  obtain  Information  required 
for  the  more  elaborate  computations  sug- 


Names  of  persons  receiving  Sugar  Act  payments  of  $100,000  grounded  to  nearest  dollar)  or 

more 


Name  of  producer 


Hawaii: 

Hakalau  Plantation  Co _ 

Hamakua  Mill  Co _ 

Hawaiian  Agricultural  Co _ 

Hilo  Sugar  Plantation  Co _ 

Honokaa  Sugar  Co _ 

Hutchinson  Sugar  Plantation  Co _ 

Kaiwiki  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Kohala  Sugar  Co _ 

Laupahoehoe  Sugar  Co _ 

Olaa  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Onomea  Sugar  Co _ i _ 

Paauhau  Sugar  Plantation  Co.. . . 

Pepeekeo  Sugar  Co . . . 

Gay  &  Robinson _ 

Grove  Farm  Co.,  Ltd . . . . 

Kekaha  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ _ _ 

Kilauea  Sugar  Plantation  Co _ _ _ 

McBryde  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ _ _ 

Olokele  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

The  Lihue  PJantation  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Hawaiian  Commercial  &  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd. 

Pioneer  Mill  Co^  Ltd _ 

Wailuku  Sugar  Co _ 

Ewa  Plantation  Co _ _ _ 

Kahuku  Plantation  Co _ 

Oahu  Sugar  Co.,  Ltd _ 

Waialua  Agricultural  Co.,  Ltd . . 

Florida: 

United  States  Sugar  Corp . . . 

Okeelanta  Sugar  Refinery,  Inc.. . 

Louisiana: 

Godchaux  Sugars,  Inc _ _ 

South  Coast  Corp _ 

Southdown  Sugars,  Inc . . 


Amount  of  payment 


Puerto  Rico; 

Luce  &  Co . . . . 

Heirs  of  Miguel  Esteves  Blanes,  deceased 

Eastern  Sugar  Associates . . 

Antonio  Roig,  Successors _ _ 

Sucesion  J.  Serralles _ 

Mario  Mercado  e  Hijos _ 

Ramon  Gonzalez  Hernandez _ 

Antonio  Cabassa  Vda _ _ _ 

Heirs  of  Alfredo  Ramirez  Rossell _ 


1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1953 

$163, 902 

$150, 784 

$133, 839 

$151,  694 

$166, 920 

215, 398 

234,  544 

235,  271 

247,  724 

291,  793 

318,  698 

308,  085 

320,  733 

306, 657 

313,  439 

187,  735 

166,  655 

138,  507 

148,  456 

172,715 

207,  392 

245, 150 

248,  677 

231,439 

309,  421 

169, 160 

160,  866 

.156,  710 

176,  577 

192,  448 

111,233 

152,  491 

164,  544 

173,685 

189,  985 

329, 718 

356,  786 

374,  432 

352,  851 

404,  692 

154, 176 

156,  795 

179,  352 

195,  295 

225,  550 

270,  542 

271,  995 

238,720 

295,  032 

281,  954 

180,  275 

147, 656 

113, 804 

163,  743 

201,628 

140,893 

149,  417 

159, 764 

172,  298 

176,535 

167,  277 

171,124 

154,  454 

176,  589 

194,  619 

131,  589 

149, 086 

155,361 

172,  693 

170,  610 

297,  254 

290,  393 

263,  490 

302, 340 

329,  637 

394,386 

375,  705 

364,  661 

392,  831 

388,238 

122,  825 

119,781 

123,  777 

133, 563 

157,771 

262, 012 

266, 985 

270,  892 

292, 851 

294,  385 

260, 061 

270,  457 

289,  384 

288,729 

308,  686 

473,508 

461,  941 

473,  698 

506,  439 

508,  508 

9.54,  849 

974,  940 

1,  028,  502 

1,011,005 

1,  085,  695 

355,  598 

397,  691 

437, 180 

391,  671 

433, 037 

219,844 

242,  421 

234, 159 

208,  979 

244,946 

461,  725 

476, 195 

479, 118 

472,  586 

489,  921 

178,  495 

178,884 

‘181,047 

187,968 

201,  804 

600,740 

588,  492 

600,963 

608,  470 

613,  463 

483,601 

510,  227 

522,311 

524, 113 

450,332 

592, 452 

615,  026 

658,835 

789, 158 

750, 633 

(■) 

(') 

(■) 

125, 343 

158, 148 

f) 

127,  675 

(■) 

135, 124 

138,  488 

177,418 

232,  478 

165,863 

226,256 

234,  416 

143,  447 

166,330 

127,  713 

234,696 

227, 073 

1949-50 

1950-61 

1951-52 

1952-53 

1953-54 

608,  281 

617, 988 

610, 841 

555,  599 

557, 288 

142,600 

166,  707  ■ 

154,  701 

140, 143 

144, 015 

429,992 

344,  622 

388,236 

336,668 

328,904 

392,  770 

356,  064 

368,  743 

337,  295 

345, 101 

376,  861 

396, 125 

363,  867 

318,  746 

322,  094 

112,484 

119,  704 

116,  589 

110, 194 

105,  963 

107,  618 

(0 

133,877 

109,  748 

107,  850 

103,  684 

101,  885 

(>) 

(0 

112,  682 

101,  430 

(0 

(■) 

1954 


$180, 726 
282, 935 
311,534 
192,  840 
243, 824 
163, 104 
180, 656 
360,  527 
219, 179 
265, 141 
230, 196 
176,  446 
203,  524 
171,911 
325,  264 
397,  588 
145, 205 
285, 441 
288,002 
498,  880 
1,  051,  585 
457,  358 
271,  718 
489, 051 
195,828 
572, 497 
617, 710 

702, 564 
119, 015 

121, 363 
221,261 
200,859 


» Under  $100,000, 

Note.— The  above  figures  of  payments  were  tabulated  according  to  the  records  in  the  Washington  oflTice  of  the 
Sugar  Division.  Inasmuch  as  reports  for  processor-producers  only  have  been  received  during  the  past  few  years, 
there  may  be  some  producers,  other  than  processors,  who  have  received  payments  of  $100,000  or  more.  However, 
this  is  doubtful. 


1906 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  Fehruanj  7 


gested  by  Senator  Fulbright's  letter,  1.  e., 
the  amount  of  the  compliance  payment 
■which  is  recovered  as  infcome  tax,  we  have 
asked  the  payees  for  additional  informa¬ 
tion,  including  the  portions  of  their  Income 
taxes  ascribed  to  the  receipt  of  compliance 
payments.  This  information  is  tabulated  on 
the  attached  table  which  shows  for  each 
of  the  payees  a  breakdown  of  the  net  profit 
into  two  parts:  One,  that  attributable  to  the 
compliance  payment  and  two,  that  attribu¬ 
table  to  all  other  sources. 

Kxcept  for  one  company  that  now  has  a 
final  tax  figure  in  place  of  an  estimate,  the 


total  net  profit  position  of  each  of  the  com¬ 
panies  is  identical  in  the  two  reports.  Ob¬ 
viously,  the  total  profit  cannot  be  affected 
by  tax  proratlons  or  other  such  computa¬ 
tions. 

The  former  simplified  computations 
showed  that  24  of  the  38  companies  had 
either  losses  or  net  profits  smaller  than  their 
compliance  payments.  By  deducting  taxes 
from  the  compliance  payments  it  is  found 
that  5  of  these  companies  had  a  net  profit 
from  other  sources.  These  detailed  com¬ 
putations  show  that  19  of  the  38  companies 


would  have  had  losses  If  they  had  received 
no  compliance  payments. 

Senator  Pttlbright  gives  data  taken  from 
financial  manuals  on  profits  before  taxes  for 
23  companies.  His  data  show  that  of  these 
23  companies  8  would  have  had  losses  before 
taxes  if  no  compliance  payments  had  been 
received.  Apparently  the  data  used  by  Sen¬ 
ator  PtTLBRiGHT  tended  to  cover  the  more 
profitable  companies. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Lawrence  Myers, 

Director,  Sugar  Division. 


EiTeci  of  Suoar  Act  compliance  payments  on  the  net  p»  ofit  {or  loss)  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  heet  producers  who  received  compliance  payment 
^  excess  of  $100,000,  calendar  year  1954  or  fiscal  year  ending  in  1965 


Federal  and  Slate  taxes  on  income 

Net  profit  (or  loss)  after  income  taxes 

Peroenlago 
of  com- 

Company 

Sugar  Act 
compliance 
payment 

Net  profit 
(or  loss) 
before  in- 

Apportioned  to— 

Ascribed  to — 

pliance 

payment 

retained 

come  taxes 

Total 

Compliance 

payment 

Other  net 
income 

Total 

Compliance 

payment 

Other 

after 

income 

taxes 

Domestic  beet  area:  None.  * 

Mainland  sugarcane  area:| 

$126,388 

$747, 323 

$373, 171 

$67,000 

$306,171 

$374, 152 

$.59, 388 

>  $314,  764 

47.0 

119,01.5 
222,  787 

(75, 433) 
6.59,  456 

(75, 433) 
309, 466 

119,015 
104, 787 

(194,  448) 

100.0 

3.50,000 

118, 000 

232,000 

‘  204,  669 

47.0 

187,  483 

1,638,086 

768,  948 

101,000 

667,  948 

869, 138 

86,483 
351, 282 

'  782,  655 

46.  1 

702,564 

5, 060,  724 

2,  600,  (XX) 

3.51,  282 

2,  248,  718 

2,  460,  724 

2, 109,  442 

so.-o 

Total  mainland  sugarcane  area..... - - 

1. 358,  237 

8,  030, 156 

4, 092, 119 

637,282 

3.  454,  837 

3, 938,  037 

720,  955 

3.  217,082 

63.  1 

Hawaii; 

499,*921 

1,  402, 161 

746, 396 

26.5,536 

480,  860 

655, 765 

224, 385 

431,380 

45.8 

170,  610 

(») 

(•) 

(•) 

(•) 

(•) 

(•) 

(») 

(’) 

329,637 

391,  792 

147,  .526 

111,469 

36, 0.57 

244,266 

218, 168 

26,098 

66.  2 

166, 301 

91,987 

37, 126 

37, 126 

0 

54,  861 

129, 176 

(74,314) 

77.7 

291,793 

249,055 

36,  600 

30.  600 

0 

212,4,55 

255, 193 

(42,  738) 

87.5 

313,  439 

134,609 

7, 905 

7, 905 

0 

126,  704 

305,534 

(178,830) 

97.5 

1, 08,5,  695 
172, 715 

2,  417,  294 

802, 182 

603,6.50 

198,  .532 

1,61.\  112 

482,045 

1, 133, 067 

44.4 

366,098 

162,  421 

93.  599 

68, 822 

203,  677 

79, 116 

124,  661 

4.5.8 

301,  689 

231, 160 

74,tXX) 

74,  (XXI 

0 

157, 160 

227,689 

(70,  629) 

75  4 

192,  448 

140,  651 

'  17,603 

17,603 

0 

123.048 

174, 845 

(51,  797) 

90.9 

201,804 

77,  350 

0 

0 

0 

77,350 

201,804 

(124,  4,54) 

100. 0 

189,  985 

157, 322 

18,600 

16,600 

0 

140,  722 

173, 385 

(32,  063) 

91.3 

388,238 

84,5,  655 

895, 063 

209,757 

185,306 

4,50,  592 

178,481 

272,  111 

46.0 

157,771 

75,042 

5,551 

5, 551 

0 

69.  491 

152,220 

(82,  729) 

96.5 

404, 602 

283,145 

105,  545 

102,696 

2,849 

177,600 

301,996 

(124,396) 

74.6 

22.5,  5.50 

111,  134 

■  -  0 

0 

0 

111,134 

225,550 

(114,416) 

100.0 

294,389 

218,416 

29,230 

29,230 

0 

189, 186 

26.5, 159 

(75, 973) 

90. 1 

596, 149 

1, 409,  .543 

452, 379 

205,  648 

246,831 

9,57, 104 

390,601 

506,  ,563 

65.5 

281, 9.54 

(745, 382) 

0 

0 

0 

(745, 382) 

281,964 

(1, 027, 336) 

KXl.O 

308,  685 

585,021 

241,120 

167,364 

73, 756 

343,  901 

141,  321 
201,629 

202,580 

4.5.8 

201,629 
176, 535 

80, 578 

0 

0 

0 

80,  578 
109, 918 

(121,051) 

ItXi.O 

212,399 

102,  481 

95. 430 

7,045 

81,099 

28,  819 

45.  9 

194,  619 

272,  473 

118,692 

99,798 

18,894 

1.53,781 

94, 821 

68,960 

48.7 

433, 037 

800, 40.3 

168,  491 

48, 952 

119,  .539 

6:11,912 

384, 085 

247,827 

88.7 

508,508 

861,  625 

308, 328 

252,  962 

55,  360 

6.53,  297 

255,  546 

297, 751 

60.3 

450,332 

999,779 

521,712 

244.  OHO 

277,  632 

478,  Of, 7 

206,  252 

271,815 

45.8 

244, 940 

539,  344 

224,6.33 

132,760 

91, 873 

314,711 

112,180 

202,625 

45,8 

8, 773,071 

12,208,664 

4.  721,  584 

2,858,222 

1,  863, 362 

7, 487, 070 

6,744,  239 

1, 742,  831 

•  66.8 

Puerto  Rico! 

337,  838 
135,  362 
105,  505 

3.51, 955 
109,940 
3,711 

98,500 

111,030 

(12, 530) 
0 

2.53, 455 

226,808 
107, 162 

26,647 
(25, 422) 

67.1 

28,200 

0 

28,200 

81,  740 

79.2 

Ramon  Gonzales  Hernandez..---. _ ................ 

0 

0 

3,711 

105,  505 

(101,  794) 

100.0 

Mario  Mercado  y  Hijos. 

105, 963 

124, 746 
237,940 

33, 185 

29, 1.59 

4, 020 

91,  .561 

76,804 

14,  757 

72.5 

535, 355 
345, 101 
261,941 

92,  4.59 

92.  459 

0 

^  14,5,  481 

442,8% 

(297,415) 
(143,  839) 

82.7 

201,  262 
(412,825) 

47, 3.52 

47,352 

0 

0 

1,53,  910 

297, 749 
261,941 

86. 3 

Succsion  J.  Scrrallcsand  Wirshing  &  Co.,  Coproducers— 

0 

0 

(412,  825) 

(674,  766) 

100.0 

Total  Puerto  Rico _ _  _ 

1,827,065 

616, 729 

299,  696 

308,200 

(8,  ,504) 

317,  033 

1,  518, 865 

(1,201,  832) 

83. 1 

Total,  all  area.*?  .. 

11,958,373 

"20, 855,  539 

9, 113,399 

3, 803,  704 

5, 309, 695 

11, 742, 140 

7, 984, 059 

3, 758, 081 

•  67.7 

>  Reflects  income  from  oil  and  gas  royalties  and  leases  and  from  the  refining  of 
ofl-shore  sugar. 

>  Not  available. 

•.Average  excludes  Sugar  Act  compliance  payment  to  Gay  &  Robinson. 


*  Previously  reported  as  $137,940  before  income  taxes  were  determined  to  be  $92,459 
and  when  a  $100,000  reserve  had  been  provided  for  such  taxes. 

Source:  Obtained  from  payees. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Relative  to  the  table 
and  the  letter  which  the  Senator  has 
just  placed  in  the  Record,  the  table  car¬ 
ries  a  list,  does  it  not,  of  all  producers  of 
sugarcane  who  received  compliance  pay¬ 
ments  in  excess  of  $100,000  each,  in  the 
year  1954. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  it  not  show  that 
19  of  the  38  producers  contained  in  that 
list  would  have  operated  at  a  loss  if  they 
had  not  had  such  payment? 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  the  Senator 
talking  about  the  letter,  or  about  the 
table? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  talking  about 
both.  The  table  lists  the  large  pro¬ 
ducers,  one  at  a  time,  but  totaling  38, 
all  of  them  being  producers  of  sugar¬ 
cane,  who  have  received  compliance  pay- 
meiits  during  the  calendar  year  1954, 
in  excess  of  $100,000  each.  My  question 
is  this:  Is  it  not  true  that  the  list,  and 
the  letter  accompanying  it,  both  show 
that  19  of  the  38  large  producers  so  listed 
would  have  operated  at  a  loss  unless  they 
had  been  drawing  compliance  payments? 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  the  table  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  in  his  hand  was  fm-nished  only  a 
few  minutes  before  I  came  to  the  floor 
this  afternoon  by  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd].  We  had  no  access  to 
the  figures  prior  to  that  time. 

As  to  the  companies  giving  published 
information,  that  is  not  true.  We  have 
observed  in  our  analysis  of  the  figures 
that  those  companies  which  publish  their 
statements  uniformly,  show  a  higher 
percentage  of  profits  than  those  com¬ 
panies  which  do  not  publish  their  figures. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  further? 
Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  letter 
which  the  Senator  has  filed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  list  contain  this  statement: 

These  detailed  computations  show  that  19 
of  the  38  companies  would  have  had  losses  if 
they  had  received  no  compliance  payments. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT,  The  table  prepared 
by  the  Department  to  which  the  Senator 
is  referring  shows  that.  The  informa¬ 
tion  from  which  it  is  compiled  was  pri¬ 
vate  information.  It  was  not  from  pub¬ 
lished  statements  of  the  companies. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  letter 
commenting  on  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor’s  request  contain  this  statement? 

Unfortunately,  Senator  Fulbright  in  his 
own  computations  shows  as  the  “two  profit 
figvues”  data  on  profits  before  taxes, 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 
The  taxes  can  be  deducted.  Everyone 
knows  what  the  tax  rate  on  corporations 
is.  The  information  supplied  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  very  misleading  because  they 
had  deducted  taxes  twice,  which  left  a 
completely  false  situation  before  the 
committee.  That  was  the  origin  of  this 
new  request. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  point  out  a  few 
facts.  Pirst,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  it  seems  to  me  that  some  Members 
of  the  Senate  have  permitted  Hawaii  to 
get  a  little  ahead  of  them.  I  think  they 
should  figure  out  a  plan  which  does  not 
favor  the  Hawaiian  producers  so  much 
more  than  our  own  producers.  It  would 
make  it  a  little  easier  to  take  if  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  v/ere  going 
to  people  in  Louisiana  or  Colorado.  I 
think  we  have  let  Hawaii  outtrade  us 
a  little. 

Godchaux  Sugars,  Inc.,  received  a  pay¬ 
ment  of  $126,388,  a  return  of  2.8  percent 
upon  their  net  worth. 

The  United  States  Sugar  Corp.  re¬ 
ceived  a  payment  of  $702,564,  a  return 
on  its  investment  of  15.4  percent.  That 
is  getting  up  into  big  money.  That  is 
after  taxes. 

Southdown  Sugar,  Inc.,  received  a  pay¬ 
ment  of  $187,483,  earning  a  return  upon 
net  worth  of  13.3  percent. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  that  after  taxes? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Yes;-  it  is  after 
taxes. 

UNANIMOUS -CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
yield  to  me  to  propound  a  unanimous- 
consent  request,  on  condition  that  he 
shall  not  thereby  lose  his  right  to  the 
floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT,  I  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  behalf  of  myself,  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader,  and  the  distin- 
gunished  chairman  of  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  send  to  the  desk  a  proposed 
unanimous-consent  agreement  and  ask 
that  it  be  read. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
imanimous-consent  request  will  be  read. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday, 
February  8,  1956,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend 
and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  debate  on  any  amendment,  mo¬ 
tion,  or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table,  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover 
of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
majority  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event 
the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the 
minority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated 
by  him:  Provided  further.  That  no  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate 
shall  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texans.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Has  not  the 
Senate  already  entered  an  order  that 
when  the  Senate  concludes  its  business 
today  it  adjourn  until  11  o’clock  a.  m. 
tomorrow? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  for  any 
questions  concerning  the  unanimous- 
consent  request,  but  before  so  doing  I 
should  like  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pi'esl- 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  question  be  put  on 
agreeing  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  which  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Texas?  ’The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
agreement  is  entered  into. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
debate  this  afternoon  has  demonstrated 
some  of  the  complexities  concerning 
sugar  involved  in  legislation.  The  mat¬ 
ter  has  been  discussed  from  several 
angles.  For  example,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  has  implied 
that  the  bill  might  well  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.  I  think  there  is  some  merit 
to  that  contention. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  able 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  [Mr.  EllenderI,  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  have  suggested  that  the  bill 
might  well  have  been  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

I  think  their  suggestions  are  well  taken. 


i9or 

The  bill  before  the  Senate,  however, 
was  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  under  the  able  chairmanship  of 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  ByrdI. 
The  committee  considered  the  bill  for 
several  months.  Some  of  the  members 
of  our  committee  have  worked  very  hard 
and  diligently,  among  them  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

So  the  bill  has  come  to  the  Senate  with 
many  complex  problems  and  many  di¬ 
verse  ideas.  I  may  say  frankly  that  the 
bill  contains  some  features  which  I 
should  very  mpch  have  liked  to  have 
changed.  I  did  not  obtain  everything  I 
wanted. 

Nevertheless,  the  bill  increases  the 
acreage  allotment  for  our  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers.  Furthermore,  it  gives  the  do¬ 
mestic  producers  ,  the  American  farmers, 
the  benefit  of  the  economic  growth  and 
the  population  growth.  Therefore,  I 
think  the  bill  is  very  timely. 

As  we  consider  the  Sugar  Act  exten¬ 
sion  today,  I  believe  we  can  do  much  to 
help  encourage  the  principle  of  reciproc¬ 
ity  in  United  States  trade  relations  with 
many  countries  and  areas  included  in 
the  United  States  sugar  legislation. 

If  reciprocity  is  to  have  a  real  mean¬ 
ing  in  our  foreign  trade,  it  must  be  a 
two-way  proposition. 

Flour  is  one  of  our  principal  items  of 
export  to  countries  with  which  we  are 
dealing  today  in  the  present  Sugar  Act 
extension.  I  discuss  this  matter  today 
because  I  firmly  believe  that  in  dealing 
with  these  coimtries,  some  of  them  fav¬ 
ored  nations  under  the  reciprocal  trade 
agreements,  we  should  be  assured  of  a 
fair  and  equitable  treatment,  and  these 
countries  should  recognize  the  mutual 
basis  of  trade. 

Testimony  before  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  indicates  that  there  are  some 
countries  receiving  sugar  quota  privil¬ 
eges  under  this  legislation  that  are  not 
observing  the  true  fundamental  princi¬ 
ples  of  reciprocity. 

It  is  my  intention  to  discuss  this  from 
the  angle  of  the  wheat  grower  and  the 
flour-milling  industry  of  the  United 
States. 

For  example,  when  the  United  States 
and  a  foreign  country  negotiate  a  trade 
agreement  and  the  United  States  gives 
a  tariff  concession  on  an  imported  prod¬ 
uct,  such  as  sugar,  and  receives  a  conces¬ 
sion  on  an  export  product,  such  as  wheat 
floiu:,  that  is  considered  reciprocity.  But 
when  the  other  country  imposes  trade 
controls,  such  as  quotas  and  restrictive 
licenses,  on  our  export  commodities  and 
impairs  the  concession,  the  principle  of 
reciprocity  receives  a  serious  setback. 

The  proposed  sugar  legislation  for 
1956  has  appeared  to  offer  an  unusual 
opportunity  for  developing  a  construc¬ 
tive  and  positive  policy  in  regard  to  the 
principle  of  reciprocity  in  the  United 
States  import  and  export  trade. 

The  bill  clearly  recognizes  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  certain  limits  that 
should  be  placed  upon  uneconomic  or 
historic  domestic  production  of  sugar  in 
the  United  States.  Its  quota  provisions 
also  enable  such  countries  to  participate 
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In  an  Important  way  in  any  further 
growth  of  the  United  States  sugar 
market. 

Several  of  the  sugar-supplying  coun¬ 
tries  receiving  special  import  quotas  in 
the  United  States  market  have  either  al¬ 
ready  taken  some  action  or  are  reported 
to  be  contemplating  adopting  measures 
that  restrict  imports  of  United  States 
surplus  agricultiu-al  commodities.  Most 
control  measures  are  to  support  uneco¬ 
nomic  local  production  in  such  countries 
of  the  basic  agricultural  commodities 
or  their  products,  the  production  of 
which  is  now  being  severely  restricted  in 
the  United  States. 

The  agricultural  commodities  which 
we  export  to  sugar  exporting  countries 
are  commodities  upon  which  our  tax¬ 
payers  vote  large  sums  of  money  to  main¬ 
tain  a  price-support  program. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  at  least  the  coun¬ 
tries  whom  we  favor  in  the  Sugar  Act 
shoxild  at  all  times  give  every  considera¬ 
tion  to  some  of  our  problems  in  relieving 
our  surplus  farm  products.  In  most  in¬ 
stances,  the  commodities  that  we  export 
and  hope  to  export  to  these  countries  are 
commodities  that  they  cannot  produce 
economically. 

As  I  view  the  trend,  based  on  statistical 
tables  which  I  shall  make  a  part  of  these 
remarks,  I  am  concerned  about  the  future 
of  this  trade  program.  The  countries 
which  we  favor  with  special  trade  con¬ 
cessions  are,  by  establishing  certain  types 
of  trade  control,  limiting  our  export 
markets,  making  our  own  agricultural 
surplus  problem  worse,  and  forcing  fur¬ 
ther  acreage  and  production  controls  in 
the  United  States.  There  is  a  limit,  in 
my  opinion,  as  to  how  far  we  should  be 
patient  in  such  matters  and  continue  to 
suffer  trade  restrictions  on  our  export 
commodities,  especially  for  items  that 
have  been  included  in  trade  agreements 
for  which  we  receive  concessions,  and  in 
turn  gave  concessions,  and  which  are  now 
being  forced  to  curtail  production  while 
protected  monopoly-type  operations  are 
developed  abroad. 

I  considered  offering  an  amendment 
to  the  sugar  bill  at  this  time,  designed  to 
place  in  the  hands  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  Agriculture  specific  means  by 
which  these  developments  might  be  cor¬ 
rected  and  their  further  expansion  ar¬ 
rested. 

The  amendment  I  considered  offering 
would  have  helped  to  implement  a  real 
policy  of  reciprocity  in  our  foreign  trade 
should  be  particularly  helpful  now  in 
dealing  with  the  surplus  agricultural 
problem. 

I  do  not  plan  to  offer  the  amendment 
today  for  two  reasons. 

In  the  first  place  I  think  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  secure  the  passage  of  the 
bill  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  in  order 
that  our  domestic  producers  may  know 
what  their  program  will  be  for  this  year. 

Second,  this  type  of  amendment  is  of 
a  much  broader  character  and  should 
not  be  confined  simply  to  sugar-pro¬ 
ducing  cmmtries.  For  these  reasons  I 
am  withholding  my  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  for  the  present. 

I  would,  however,  specifically  direct 
the  attention  of  the  Department  of 


State  and  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  my  deep  concern  about  this 
problem. 

I  suggest,  and  I  think  most  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  concerned  with  this  problem  will 
concur,  that  all  available  means  should 
be  employed  to  correct  the  many  unfair 
individual  country  trade  problems  with 
which  we  are  faced  and  which  particu¬ 
larly  involve  our  surplus  agricultural 
commodities. 

The  trade  agreement  negotiations  now 
in  progress  in  Geneva,  for  example, 
should  afford  an  opportunity  to  help  im¬ 
prove  this  fundamental  problem  of  reci¬ 
procity  and  greater  access  to  markets 
for  many  of  the  products  which  can  be 
produced  economically  and  so  advan¬ 
tageously  in  the  United  States. 

Congress  has  given  our  administrative 
departments  considerable  authority  to 
deal  with  our  trade  problems;  also  we 


have  appropriated  billions  of  dollars  for 
foreign  aid  and  assistance  since  World 
War  n,  and  we  sharply  increased  our 
productive  capacity  at  great  cost  to  help 
meet  the  needs  of  a  hungry  world.  Now 
we  find  we  are  denied  access  to  such 
markets  for  much  of  our  surplus  produc¬ 
tion,  while  other  countries  want  to  ship 
their  supplies  to  the  United  States. 

If  some  of  these  problems  of  trade  are 
not  or  cannot  be  corrected  soon  through 
the  authority  and  legislative  means 
which  have  been  supplied  by  Congress,  it 
will  be  my  purpose  at  a  later  date  to 
propose  suitable  legislative  remedies. 

I  ask  xmanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  tables 
giving  information  on  wheat  and  flour 
exports  to  Cuba. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Table  I. —  Cuba:  Wheat  and  floxir  exports  from  the  United  Slates  and  Canada,  prewar 
average  and  annually,  1945-46  to  1954-55  * 


[1,000  bushels,  wheat  equivalent] 


Year 

United  States 

Canada 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour’ 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour 

Total 

Average,  1934-35  to  1938-39 . 

1945- 46 . 

1946- 47 . 

1947- 48 . 

1948- 49 . 

194f«0 . 

1950-.51 . 

19.51- 52 . . 

19.52- 53 . 

1953- 54 . 

1954- 55 . 

22 

76 

86 

58 

70 

66 

68 

145 

1,3,54 

1,442 

1,621 

4,717 
8,442 
8,737 
6,145 
6, 342 
5,022 
5, 1.53 
4,9.56 
5,051 
3,143 
3,819 

4, 739 
8,518 
8,823 
6,203 
6,412 
6,078 
6,  221 

6, 101 
6,406 
4,685 
6, 440 

86 

4 

12 

4 

17 

949 

1,638 

1,152 

1,113 

68 

47 

65 

419 

682 

1,831 

2,626 

2,362 

149 

776 

995 

68 

133 

69 

419 

694 

1,835 

2,542 

3,311 

1,787 

1,928 

2,108 

22 
162 
90 
68 
82 
60 
85 
1,094 
2,992 
2, 594 
2,734 

4, 775 
8,489 
8,802 
6,564 
6,924 
6,853 
7, 678 
7,318 
5,200 
3,919 
4,814 

4,797 
8, 651 
8,  892 
6, 622 
7,006 
6,  913 
7,763 
8,412 
8,192 
6,  513 
7,548 

>  Supplying  countries  other  than  United  States  and  Canada  have  been  unimportant  during  this  period. 

>  Includes  semolina  and  also  flour  milled  in  bond. 

Source:  Ofliclal  export  data  for  United  States  and  Canada. 

Table  II. —  Cuba:  Dollar  value  of  wheat  and  flour  shipments  from  the  United  States  and 

Canada,  1945-54 

[1,000  United  States  dollars] 


Year  (calendar) 


1945. 

1946. 

1947. 

1948. 
I9J9. 

1950. 

1951. 

1952. 

1953. 

1954. 


United  States 

Canada 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour 

Total 

Wheat 

Flour 

Total 

123 

13,  758 

13,881 

123 

13,  758 

13, 881 

154 

16, 077 

16,231 

154 

16, 077 

16i  231 

230 

25,  462 

25,692 

665 

665 

230 

26;  127 

26;  357 

199 

14,236 

14,  435 

1,016 

1,015 

199 

15,  251 

15,  450 

144 

14,640 

14,  784 

30 

3, 180 

3,  210 

174 

17,820 

17,  994 

129 

9,687 

9,816 

IS 

4,305 

4,320 

144 

13,992 

14, 1,36 

137 

10,990 

11,127 

75 

6,375 

6,450 

212 

16,  365 

16,  577 

1,282 

10,  556 

11,838 

3,500 

2,340 

6,840 

4,782 

12,896 

17,  678 

2,881 

8,502 

11,383 

2,800 

735 

3,  535 

6,681 

9,237 

14,  918 

3,745 

7,422 

11, 167 

2,229 

2,106 

4,335 

6,974 

9,528 

15,502 

Source:  Official  export  value  figures  for  United  States  and  Canada. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
speak  in  favor  of  the  extension  and  re¬ 
enactment  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  substantially  in  the  form  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Committee  on  Finance 
in  its  report  (No.  1461)  on  H.  R.  7030. 
Briefly,  among  my  reasons  for  support¬ 
ing  the  bill  are  these: 

First,  I  favor  the  national  policy  of  the 
United  States  Government,  enunciated 
by  the  committee,  of  preserving  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  domestic  areas  to  produce  as  large 
a  portion  of  our  sugar  requirements  as 
may  be  compatible  with  our  friendly 
relationship  with  foreign  countries. 

Second,  the  bill  as  reported  would  re¬ 
store  the  historical  principle  that  the 


Increase  in  the  American  sugar  market 
because  of  population  growth  should  be 
shared  by  the  domestic  sugar  industry 
on  the  basis  of  the  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendations.  This  would  give  domestic 
areas  55  percent  of  the  increase  in  an¬ 
nual  sugar  consumption  in  continental 
United  States  above  8,350,000  tons.  The 
need  for  additional  sugar-beet  acreage 
in  crop  rotation  in  North  Dakota  is  pres¬ 
sing.  Such  need  and  demand  apply  to 
both  the  Red  River  Valley  and  to  western 
areas  of  the  State. 

Third,  the  bill  recommended  by  the 
committee  for  passage  provides  that 
deficits  occurring  in  quotas  allotted  to 
any  domestic  area  shall  be  apportioned 
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to  other  domestic  areas  which  are  able 
to  fill  the  deficit.  This  small  advan¬ 
tage  to  domestic  areas  is  well  justified. 

I  support  H.  R.  7030  with  the  amend¬ 
ments  recommended  by  the  committee, 
because  I  believe  that  some  control  of 
sugar-beet  production  is  necessary.  I  do 
so,  however,  with  the  specific  reservation 
that  when,  conditions  warrant,  I  shall 
feel  free  to  propose  amendatory  legisla¬ 
tion  designed  to  provide  domestic  areas 
greater  quotas.  I  feel,  even  at  this  time, 
that  these  areas  are  entitled  to  more 
recognition  than  the  present  bill  permits. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Sugar  Act  is  a  complicated  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation.  The  Senate  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee’s  bUl  for  amending  and  extending  the 
act  is  necessarily  also  complicated. 
Even  so,  the  principles  involved  stand 
out  clearly  enough. 

Under  existing  conditions,  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  our  agricultural  economy 
that  the  domestic  sugar  producers 
should  be  permitted  to  expand  their 
output  at  a  rate  permitting  them  to 
share,  on  a  fair  basis,  in  the  annual 
growth  of  the  American  market  result¬ 
ing  from  the  increases  in  our  popula¬ 
tion. 

It  is  also  in  our  national  interest  that 
Cuba,  our  major  foreign  supplier  of  sugar 
in  time  of  peace,  and  our  indispensable 
and  vital  source  of  sugar  in  time  of  war, 
likewise  be  given  a  fair  share  of  the 
annual  increase  in  American  consump¬ 
tion  of  sugar. 

Under  the  existing  Sugar  Act,  Cuba 
receives  96  percent  of  the^  annual  in¬ 
crease;  other  foreign  countries  the  re¬ 
maining  4  percent.  The  domestic  in¬ 
dustry,  therefore,  obviously  does  not 
share  in  this  increase.  It  is  proposed  in 
the  bill  reported  out  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  and  now  under  considera¬ 
tion,  to  jeduce  substantially  the  Cuban 
share  in  the  increase  for  the  benefit  of 
all  domestic  suppliers  of  sugar,  both 
beet  and  cane,  and  also  for  the  benefit 
of  foreign  suppliers  which  do  not  have 
fixed  quotas.  The  domestic  sugar  in¬ 
dustry,  with  the  support  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  has  re¬ 
quested  that  it  be  allotted  55  percent  of 
the  annual  growth  of  our  national  sugar 
market.  The  Committee  on  Finance  is 
in  agreement  with  this  position.  The 
bill  which  has  been  reported,  therefore, 
allots  to  the  domestic  industry  the  55 
percent  which  it  desires  instead  of  the 
50  percent  provided  in  H..  R.  7030,  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
This  percentage  of  the  growth  factor 
which  is  now  recommended  corresponds 
closely  to  the  proportion  of  the  existing 
market  now  being  supplied  by  the  do¬ 
mestic  industry. 

Turning  next  to  our  most  important 
foreign  supplier,  Cuba,  it  has  been  our 
endeavor  to  apply  the  same  principle  and 
to  allot  to  Cuba  33.8  percent  of  the  an¬ 
nual  increase  in  consumption,  a  per¬ 
centage  justified  by  the  proportion  of 
our  existing  market  now  being  supplied 
by  that  country.  Any  reduction  below 
33.8  percent  for  Cuba  would  be  contrary 
to  the  public  interest  of  the  United  States 
in  that  it  would  jeopardize  an  essential 
source  of  sugar,  would  be  highly  injuri¬ 
ous  to  the  economy  and  well  being  of  a 


loyal  and  allied  neighbor,  and  would  af¬ 
fect  most  adversely  a  very  important  ex¬ 
port  outlet  for  the  products  of  American 
farms  and  factories. 

The  allotment  of  55  percent  of  the 
growth  factor  in  sugar  consumption  to 
the  domestic  industry,  plus  33.8  percent 
to  Cuba,  still  leaves  11.2  percent  of  such 
factor  for  the  other  foreign  suppliers, 
which  is  nearly  three  times  the  4  percent 
they  receive  under  existing  law.  This 
very  generous  treatment  for  such  foreign 
suppliers  is  accorded  because  of  the  small 
tonnage  which  constitutes  their  basic 
quotas  and  the  excellent  trade  relations 
which  exist  between  them  and  the  United 
States.  It  is  thus  clear  that  the  domes- 
tice  industry  and  foreign  supplier’s  re¬ 
ceive  very  substantial  benefits  under  the 
proposed  legislation,  entirely  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  Cuba.  Any  further  reduction 
in  the  Cuban  share  of  our  market  would 
be,  in  my  opinion,  totally  without  justi¬ 
fication  ,and  would  be  based  upon  no 
economic  principle  or  historical  pre¬ 
cedent. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr,  President,  as  one 
of  the  cosponsors  of  the  original  sugar 
bill,  I  wish  to  say  I  am  supporting  the 
pending  legislation  to  extend  the  Sugar 

I  think  the  reasons  for  my  support  are 
vei’y  obvious.  I  believe  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  of  this  country  are  entitled  to  the 
assistance  that  will  fiow  from  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill. 

Last  fall  I  visited  a  large  number  of 
sugar  beet  growers  in  the  Ontario-Nyssa- 
Vale  area  of  my  State.  I  found  that  they 
are  in  economic  difficulties,  and  I  think 
there  is  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  to  enact  legislation  which 
will  not  result  in  a  continuation  of  what 
amounts  to  economic  discrimination 
against  them. 

I  care  not  what  language  is  used,  Mr. 
President;  I  care  not  how  one  may  try 
to  describe  the  effects  of  the  heretofore 
existing  sugar  policy;  I  care  not  how 
much  international  wrapping  is  used  on 
the  package.  The  fact  is  that  our 
economic  foreign  policy  in  connection 
with  sugar  has  not  accrued  to  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  our  domestic  producers. 

I  certainly  do  not  have  to  yield  to  any 
other  Member  of  the  Senate  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  I  have  taken  on  our  economic  for¬ 
eign  policy.  I  have  always  taken  the 
position  that  when  we  adopt  an  economic 
foreign  policy,  we  must  always  try  to  be 
fair  to  our  domestic  producers.  I  think 
we  could  do  a  better  job  by  shipping  some 
Cuban  sugar  elsewhere,  rather  than  by 
bringing  so  much  of  it  into  the  United 
States.  I  quite  agree  that  we  owe  a  great 
deal  to  Cuba,  and  I  quite  agree  that  it  is 
not  in  our  national  interest  to  have  the 
economy  of  Cuba  damaged.  But,  Mr. 
President,  it  does  not  follow  that  we 
should  continue  to  import  into  the 
United  States  all  the  Cuba;n  sugar  which 
is  now  coming  into  the  United  States.  If 
we  had  a  State  Department  that  was  do¬ 
ing  the  job  which  I  believe  it  should  be 
doing  in  the  field  of  international  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  and  trade,  I  believe  we  would 
be  parties  not  to  bilateral  trade  agree¬ 
ments,  but  to  multilateral  trade  agree¬ 
ments,  whereby  a  certain  amount  of 
Cuban  sugar  would  go  elsewhere  in  the] 


world,  and  we  would  take  into  our  own 
country,  from  other  parts  of  the  world, 
products  which  would  not  do  the  great 
damage  to  various  segments  of  our  eco¬ 
nomy  which  at  the  present  time  is  be¬ 
ing  done  to  the  sugar  producers  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  President,  because  I  think  such  a 
bill  might  provide  some  impetus  and 
stimulate  the  State  Department  to  do  a 
better  job  in  the  matter  of  the  inter¬ 
national  trading  in  sugar,  I  would  sup¬ 
port  it;  but  I  would  support  it  in  any 
event  because  in  my  judgment  our 
farmers  are  entitled  to  the  assistance 
aimed  at  in  this  bill. 

As  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  has  said,  each  of  us  can  have 
his  own  reservations  as  to  how  the  bill 
might  be  improved.  But  I  quite  agree 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  now  pre¬ 
siding  over  the  Senate  [Mr.  Smathers] 
that  the  bill  has  received  the  most  care¬ 
ful  consideration  by  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee;  and  it  has  gone  through  the  fires 
of  conscionable  compromises  in  the 
Committee,  I  am  sure.  We  have  before 
us  a  bill  which  offers  the  best  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  being  voted  for  by  a  majority 
of  the  Senate;  and  I  am  going  to  sup¬ 
port  the  bill.  I  shall  oppose  any  amend¬ 
ments  which  would  seek  to  place  in 
effect  unfair  discriminations  against 
American  producers,  because  I  think  it 
is  about  time  that  we  make  very  clear 
to  the  American  sugar  producers  that 
they  can  count  upon  having  their  own 
Government  protect  their  economic  in¬ 
terests. 

When  the  bill  comes  up  tomorrow,  I 
hope  it  will  receive  a  very  large  ma¬ 
jority  vote,  which  I  believe  it  deserves. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  desire  to 
turn  my  attention  to  another  matter. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smathers  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  the  floor. 


ISIRABILITY  OP  UNIFORM  TERMI 


VaTION  DATES  FOR  MARITIME 
lABOR  CONTRACTS 
Mr^VIORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  ref^to  a  matter  involving  a  mari¬ 
time  pr^lem. 

I  hold  i\my  hand  a  press  release  dated 
February  \  1956.  I  desire  to  read  the 
release,  an^hen  I  wish  to  make  a  few 
comments  oirUt. 

The  release  ^ads  as  follows : 

At  the  close  ofyi  conference  held  under 
the  auspices  of  Ch^mian  HERBsaiT  C.  Bonner, 
Democrat,  North  C^olina,  of  the  House 
Merchant  Marine  Committee,  and  the  rank¬ 
ing  Republican  memb^  of  the  committee, 
Hon.  Thor  C.  ToLLEFSoio^epublican,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Chairman  BoNNEKWssued  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement:  \ 

“At  the  meeting  today  threaders  of  both 
the  management  associatlons^nd  the  unions 
representing  longshore  labor^nanimously 
agreed  upon  the  desirability  of  ^establishing 
uniform  termination  dates  for  th^dabor  con¬ 
tracts  on  both  coasts  of  the  Dni^d  States. 
They  agreed  also  upon  the  desirawlity  of 
contracts  extending  over  at  least  a^2-year 
period.  The  question  of  the  specific  d^e  to 
be  agreed  upon  was  the  subject  of  consii^r- 
able  discussion,  and  August  1  was  tentati^y 
selected  as  the  date  upon  which  both  col^ 
tracts  would  expire.  This  date  was  uncondiA 
tionally  agreed  to  by  Paul  St.  Sure,  repre- 
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BentlnW  the  Pacific  Maritime  Association;  Mr. 
Louis  ^Idblatt,  representing  the  Interna¬ 
tional  'Loiagshoremen’s  and  Warehousemen’s 
Union;  a^Mr.  Patrick  Connolly,  represent¬ 
ing  the  In^national  Longshoremen’s  Asso¬ 
ciation.  Mr.^exander  Chopin,  representing 
the  New  YorlNshlpping  Association,  stated 
that  he  had  no  ^thority  to  agree  upon  any 
specific  date  othe\than  the  one,  September 
30,  when  his  contr^  now  expires.  He  indi¬ 
cated  that  he  wouldNbe  pleased  to  take  this 
matter  up  with  the  members  of  his  associa¬ 
tion  at  once  and  advi^Chalrman  Bonner 
of  the  association’s  positnm.” 

Also  attending  the  meet^g  today  was  the 
Honorable  Clarence  G.  Morse,  chairman  of 
the  Federal  Maritime  Board  and^aritime  Ad¬ 
ministrator.  August  1  was  recommended  to 
the  New  York  Shipping  Association  by  Chair¬ 
man  Bonner,  Congressman  Tollmen,  and 
John  J.  Allen,  Jr.,  of  California,  ah^  Board 
Chairman  Morse. 

Chairman  Bonner  expressed  the  hopO  that 
the  action  taken  today  would  be  the 
runner  in  a  series  of  steps  designed  to  pm- 
vide  Increased  stability  to  the  maritime  Inc 
dustry.  and  that  the  New  York  Shipping  As-N 
sociation  would  agree  promptly  to  the  August 
1  date.  He  stated  that  he  intended  to  con¬ 
tact  the  leaders  of  the  maritime  unions  rep¬ 
resenting  the  seagoing  personnel  and  ask  that 
they  meet  with  him  in  a  similar  conference. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  commend 
Chairman  Bonner  and  Representative 
TOLLEFSON  for  the  public  service  they 
are  rendering  in  connection  with  this 
matter,  because  economic  stability  on 
both  coasts  in  the  field  of  industrial  re¬ 
lations  I  believe  would  be  greatly  en¬ 
hanced  by  the  adoption  on  the  part  of 
the  unions  concerned  and  on  the  part  of 
the  industry  itself  of  a  common  date  for 
the  termination  of  the  contracts.  I 
would  point  out  to  Mr.  Chopin,  repre¬ 
senting  the  New  York  Shipping  Associa¬ 
tion,  and  to  all  the  members  of  the  New 
York  Shipping  Association,  that  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  date  which  w’as 
recommended  in  the  so-called  Bonner 
conference  and  the  date  in  the  Shipping 
Association’s  existing  contracts,  is  sim¬ 
ply  1  of  2  months.  The  Shipping  Asso¬ 
ciation’s  contracts  now  expire  on  Sep¬ 
tember  30. 

As  one  who  over  a  period  of  years  arbi¬ 
trated  major  maritime  disputes  on  the 
Pacific  coast,  for  the  full  length  of  that 
coast,  in  the  field  of  the  longshore  in¬ 
dustry,  I  can  testify  from  experience 
that  the  difference  in  termination  date 
between  the  west  coast  and  the  ^t 
coast  creates  a  great  deal  of  instaMlity 
in  the  maritime  industry,  partioQlarly 
in  the  case  of  so-called  interco^  ship¬ 
ping.  It  is  highly  desirable,  m  the  in¬ 
terest  of  economic  stabili^  in  that 
industry,  that  the  contract  expire  on 
the  same  date. 

I  sincerely  hope  that yfiie  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chairm^  of  the  Federal 
Maritime  Board  and/the  Maritime  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  the  Honorable  Clarence  G. 
Morse,  not  only  b^iven  careful  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  N»w  York  Shipping  Asso¬ 
ciation,  but  be/given  favorable  consid¬ 
eration. 

I  hope  tl^  as  a  result  of  these  nego¬ 
tiations,  shall  at  long  last  reach  the 
tune  wh^  there  will  be  a  uniform  con¬ 
tract  yu’mination  date,  because  I  am 
satisfi^  that  such  an  event  would  result 
in  ^ch  peater  stability  in  industrial 
r^Ations  in  the  maritime  industry  on 
both  coasts. 


Mr.  President,  I  now  desire  to  intro¬ 
duce  a  bill.  _ 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  may  proceed. 


REFERENCE  TO  INDIAN  CLAIMS 

COMMISSION  OF  CLAIMS  OF  COOS 

BAY,  LOWER  UMPQUA.  AND  SIUS- 

LAW  TRIBES 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  my  colleague  [Mr. 
Nettberger],  I  introduce,  for  appropriate 
reference,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Coos 
Bay,  Lower  Umpqua,  and  Siuslaw  Tribes 
of  Indians  to  present  their  claims  to  the 
Indian  Claims  Commission  for  compen¬ 
sation  for  tribal  lands  turned  over  to 
the  Federal  Government  under  an  un¬ 
ratified  treaty  of  1855. 

The  Indians  have  not  been  compen¬ 
sated  for  their  homelands  which  they 
gave  up  nearly  a  century  ago;  but  neigh¬ 
boring  Indian  tribes  several  years  ago 
recovered  the  1855  value  of  their  lands, 

.  irsuant  to  an  act  authorizing  them  to 
prfeent  their  claims — Alcea  Band  of  Til- 
lai^ks  et  al  v.  U.  S.  (103  Ct.  Cls.  494„ 
329  I^S.  40). 

The'^os  Bay,  Lower  Umpqua,  ^d 
Siuslaw'^ibes  of  Indians  were  author¬ 
ized  to  pr^ent  their  claims  to  the'vjov- 
ernment  byva  jurisdictional  act  m  1929. 
However,  b^use  of  inadeq^te  evi¬ 
dence  on  the  matter  of  posse^on  of  the 
lands  in  questi^,  they  wertr  denied  re¬ 
covery — 87  CourKof  Clahns  143.  The 
Indian  tribes  nam^  hi/che  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  introduced\p^y  are  firmly  of 
the  opinion  that  thewmave  been  denied 
justice  by  the  Unit^  iBtates.  On  this 
subject,  they  hav^comnmnted: 

’The  other  tribes/the  Alce^\Band  of  Tllla- 
mooks  and  othew  parties  to\he  same  un- 
ratifled  treaty  under  precisely  same  sit¬ 
uation  presenfied  convincing  d^umentary 
evidence  and/the  courts  held  in  t^lr  favor. 

If  thes^ facts  are  correct,  we  have  a 
striking/case  of  an  Injustice  whierkhas 
not  bejm  remedied,  and  I  think  the  C*in- 
gres^f  the  United  States  should  be 
th^forefront  in  clearing  the  way  fol 
C9^ective  action. 

In  recent  years,  authorization  bills 
'similar  to  that  introduced  today  have 
been  offered  in  the  Senate  on  behalf  of 
these  Indians.  However,  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  relying  strongly  upon 
the  doctrine  of  “res  judicata’’  has  not 
reported  favorably  upon  such  bills.  Let 
me  assure  my  colleagues  that  I  recognize 
the  wisdom  of  the  “res  judicata’’  doctrine 
in  private  litigation.  After  all,  private 
legal  disputes  must  be  terminated  if  we 
are  to  have  certainty  and  stabihty  in  our 
laws  and  their  administration.  On  the 
other  hand,  where  it  is  claimed  that  the 
Federal  Government  is  indebted  to  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States  and  where  it  is 
further  alleged  that  the  Government  has 
compensated '  other  citizens  under  pre¬ 
cisely  the  same  circumstances,  I  feel  that 
serious  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  making  of  an  exception  to  the  “res 
judicata”  doctrine. 

If  the  allegations  of  the  Coos  Bay, 
Lower  Umpqua  and  Siuslaw  Indians  can 
be  established  in  subsequent  proceedings, 
the  case  is  one  which  would  call  for  the 
application  of  equitable  principles. 
There  should  be  a  thorough  scrutiny  of 


the  facts  if  we  are  to  be  wholly  satisfied 
that  there  has  not  been  a  miscarriage  oJT 
justice  with  respect  to  these  Indians. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  Interior  ^ 
mittee  give  prompt  and  careful  stiw  to 
this  bill,  which  is  designed  as  ^  first 
step  toward  permitting  the  iMians  to 
present  their  claims  to  a  prop^  tribunal 
of  their  Government. 

All  I  am  asking  is  simpl^he  right  for 
them  to  present  their  ^dence  in  an 
appropriate  judicial  tri^nal,  and  let  the 
record  speak  for  itselD 

I  send  to  the  des^the  bill  to  which  I 
have  just  referred.  >^I  ask  that  it  be  ap-^ 
propriately  referr^;  and  I  also  ask  that* 
the  biU  be  prin^  in  the  Record  follow¬ 
ing  my  remark  _ 

The  PR^IDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smathers  chair) .  The  bill  will  be 

received  ^d  appropriately  referred;  and 
without^jection,  the  bill  will  be  printed 
in  the ^cord. 

The  bill  (S.  3156)  to  authorize  the 
pre^^rentation  of  claims  of  the  Coos  (or 
^es)  Bay,  Lower  Umpqua  (or  Kala- 
fatset),  and  Siuslaw  Tribes  of  Indians 
^to  the  Indians  Claims  Commission,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Morse  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Nettberger)  ,  was  received,  read  twice 
by  its  title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  any  claim  or  claims 
which  shall  be  presented  to  the  Indian 
Claims  Commission  under  the  terms  of  the 
act  entitled  “An  act  to  create  an  Indian 
Claims  Commission,  to  provide  for  the  pow¬ 
ers,  duties,  and  functions  thereof,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  approved  August  13,  1946, 
by,  for,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Coos  (or  Kowes) 
Bay,  Lower  Umpqua  (or  Kalawatset),  and 
Siuslaw  ’Tribes  or  Bands  of  Indians,  or  por¬ 
tions  thereof,  and  their  descendants  shall 
be  determined  and  adjudicated  Irrespective 
of  and  notwithstanding  the  decision  of  the 
courts  in  the  case  of  Coos  (or  Kowes)  Bay 
and  others  against  the  United  States,  num¬ 
bered  K345,  In  the  Court  of  Claims  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  decision  In  the  case  of 
Coos  {or  Kowes)  Bay  et  al.  v.  the  United 
States  before  the  Indian  Claims  Commis¬ 
sion  No.  265:  Provided,  That  the  time  for 
presenting  such  claim  or  claims  Is  hereby 
extended  for  90  days  after  the  date  of  enact- 
^ment  of  this  act  and  unless  filed  and  pre¬ 
sented  within  such  time  shall  not  thereafter 
filled  or  presented. 

p.  2.  In  the  presentation  of  such  claims, 
sucm-trlbes  or  bands  may  be  represented  by 
an  atTOrney  or  attorneys  of  their  own  choos¬ 
ing  WHO  may  be  employed  without  regard 
to  the  provisions  of  sections  2103  to  2106, 
lnclusive,\f  the  Revised  Statutes  (25  U.  S.  C. 
81-84).  T»e  attorney  or  attorneys  shall  be 
entitled  to  «es  fixed  by  the  Indian  Claims 
Conunission,  iW  accordance  with  section  15 
of  such  act  of^ugust  13,  1946,  at  not  to 
exceed  10  percenX  of  the  amount  recovered, 
and  to  reasonable \xpenses  incurred  in  pre¬ 
senting  such  claims. ' 

ADJOURNMENT  TO  M  O’CLOCK  A.  M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Prudent,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  order  pWiously  en¬ 
tered,  I  move  that  the  Senatamow  stand 
adjourned  until  11  o’clock  ^m.,  to¬ 
morrow.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  ari^tat  6 
o’clock  and  24  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Steate 
adjourned,  the  adjournment  betog, 
imder  the  order  previously  entered,  uni4 
tomorrow,  Wednesday,  February  8,  1956, 
at  11  o’clock  a.  m. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  billNto  amend  and  exteny' Sugar  Act.  Senate  passed  bill 
to  increase  school  milk  and  brucellosis  programs y  Senate  Committee  reported  urgent 
deficiency  appropriation  bill  for  ^56.  Senateycomr-iittee  reported  measures  to  in¬ 
crease  allotments  on  bur  ley,  Mair'lan^  and  fire-cured  and  dark  air-cured  tobacco. 
Both  Houses  received  President's  messa^  on  immigration  and  naturalization.  House 
received  supplemental  appropriation  estlraalj^  for  1956. 

HOI 

1,  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  from  the  Pr^s\dent  supplemental  appropriation  estimates 
for  the  fiscal  year  1956  (H.  Doc.  26o)j'^  Appropriations  Committee,  (p,  2106) 
The  estimates  include  fundsyror  Pay  ^t  costs  applicable  to  the  agencies 
for  which  other  supplementals  requestecrw  as  follows: 

Agricultural  Research  Seyvice: 

Emergency  outbreaks  91  insects  and  plan\  diseases 
(contingency  func , 

Pay  Act  costs  . .  )i, 29^,000 

Forest  Service: 

Fighting  foresy  fires  . \ .  5,250,000 

Administratiyi  of  timber  sales 

Pay  Act  cosys  . . . . 2,ii63,500 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Administrative -expense  limitation  (including 

11,716,877  for  Pay  Act  costs)  . U,96U,000 

Farmers/^ Home  Administration: 

Farrar  housing  loans  . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  for  housing  loans  . . . 

?ay  Act  costs  . 

fricultural  Conservation  Program  Service: 

Language  to  extend  to  Dec.  31,  1956,  availability  of 
unobligated  balances  for  measures  to  restore  lands 
dam.aged  by  floodis  and  hui'ri  canes  and  for  wind 

erosion  control  practices.  .  . — 


500,000 


^000,000 
)0,000 
i,U>q,ooo 
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^ilGI’ATION.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  ■  essage  on  inmigratioBi  and 


na'^iralization  (H.  Doc.  329)  (on.  2029^  206l).  Various  .->ens, 
iner^d  favorabl’s''  on  the  message,  pp.  1096,  206ii,  2101. 


and  com- 


3.  FORLIGN^yTHADE .  Rep.  Cooper  inserted  letters  from  the  i  xecutive  Br^ch  advising 
H.  S.  m^bership  in  the  Organization  for  Trade  Cooperation,  p.  ^78 

Rep  .\Baile''’'  registered  opposition  to  U.  S.  me  bership  in  0^  and  alleged 
that  the  G^te  Departiient  was  misleading  in  its  e:qDlanation  oy the  functions 
of  that  orgaMzation,  p.  2100 

ReceivedNfrom  the  II,  G.  Tariff  Commission  the  annual  r^ort  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  t^de-agreements  program,  p.  21C6 


h,  ROaDG.  Rep.  CoopeAinserted  press  releases  from  his  office  and  that  of  Rep, 

Boggs  urging  support  of  H.  R.  9075,  to  provide  revenu^for  the  financing  of  the 
Federal  highway  cons-^ucticn  program,  p.  2079 


reports  on  the  Ainsworth 

and  the  Shafter-lJasco 


331^ 


5.  RECLaI'BiTION.  Received  fiW  the  Interior  Departmen 
unit,  Neb.,  Rissouri  RiveV  Basin  pro.ject  (H.  Doc 
Irrigation  District,  p.  2I€6 

The  Interior  and  Ins\ila!k  Affairs  Conmitt^  ordered  reported  H.  R.  6268, 
to  provide  for  the  use  of  apprwriated  funds ybv  the  Secretary^  of  Interior  in 
contracts  for  the  construction  af  drainage  ^orks  and  other  m.inor  items  on 
Federal  reclamation  projects;  taMed  H.  Ry'57U9  and  H.  R.  9132,  to  prc'd-de  for 
the  construction,  operation,  and  misdntcn^ce  of  the  Ainsworth  unit  of  the 
Missouri  River  Basin  project,  and  ordeni^  repoi-ted  a  clean  bill  on  the  subject; 
and  (the  Dai]v  '^'igest  stated)  "adoptel|/a  substitute  ar'end'  ent  to  H.  R.  3383, 
the  Colo.  River  storage  project  bill/ wi^ich  will  be  rej'iorted  not  later  than 
Feb.  ]!'"  p.  D107 


<• 


senate 


,  ar  eiid’'^cnt3 

6.  SUGAR.  Passed  t-rith‘/’  "  R-  7030,  to  ai 'end  and  extend  the  Su'’ar  .ict  of 

19U8,  accepting  the  Coromittee  a;  endment  which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
to  the  House  bill.  Senators  B'''’rd,  George,  Kerr,  I  artin  (Pa.)  and  Bennett  were 
appointed  conferees  on  the  bill.  pp.  1998,  2025.  (Gee  continuation  on  page  6. 


7.  MOlill'lATIOM.  Received  fr^m  the  President  the  nominatioXof  Franklin  G.  Floete 
to  be  Administrator  oy  the  General  Services  Administrator,  p.  1963 


8.  FaTER  conservation./ Gen.  Ranger  inserted  a  resolution  adoNted  bv  the  N.  Dak. 
State  Water  Conse/vation  Commission  favoring  the  enactment \f  legislation  to 
provide  for.  the  /Operation  and  maintenance  of  an  irrigation  dt^Topment  farm,  in 
N.  Dak.  p.,  19^ 


9.  APPROPRIATIOl^.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amenditits  H. 
9063,  makipig  urgent  deficienc'’'  appropriations  for  1956  (S.  Kept.  lhj6) .  p. 
1965 


10.  TOBACCO/  The .  Agriculture  and  Forestr”"  Committee  reported  mthout  amendi^teRt 
J.  P.e^lutions  111  and  llil,-  to  increase  allotments  and  quotas  of  biirley  Vpd 
Rarmand  tobacco  respectivelv  (S.  Repts.  Iii77  and  1^78);  and  S,  J.  Res.  1^  ^dtl 
am/fidments  to  increase  allotments  and  quotas  of  fire-cured  and  dark  air-cur^ 
t/^acco  (S.  ’■■ppt.  li!79).  p.  1965 


-6- 


hi,  TOBA 
all 


,otn 


S.  J.  Res.  ill],  by  Sen.  Butler,  relating  to  i-ar'/'land  tobacco  acrea^ 
marketing  ouotas;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


h2.  Natural  'PB^URCES.  H.  j,  les.  ^2^,  by  Rep.  Thompson,  N,  J.,  to  provide  or  the 
observance\and  comineno ration  of  the  50th  aimiversary  of  the  1st  conf^nce  of 
State  gover^rs  for  the  protection  in  the  public  interest  of  the  natwal  resour¬ 


ces  of  the  U, 


to  Jud.iciarjr  Committee. 

SE'lATi:  (cont'd) 


Ii.3.  SUGAR  (continued).  ejected  amendraents  as  follows:  I'odified  Cppehart  amendment 
to  decrease  from  33.8^  to  21%  Cuba's  share  of  the  increased  usage  of  sugar  in 
the  future,  by  a  vote  of  30  to  ^6  (p.  2006);  by  voice  vote,  Lelaman  amendment 
providin£  that  the  first  188,000  tons  by  which  quotas  for  domestic  areas  are 
increased  shall  be  allocated  according  to  stated  amounts;  two  Fulbright  amend¬ 
ments  (l)  providing  for  90  percent  parity  price  support  on  sugar,  and  (2) 
extending  powers  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the  act  to  1958  rather  than 
1962  and  providing  for  teiraination  of  taxes  on  sugar  under  the  act  in  1959  rath¬ 
er  than  1963;  Bennett  amendr.^nt  providing  that  pei-centage  quotas  for  countries 
other  than  Cuba  shall  be  11.2  percent  and.  th'-t  such  proration  shall  be  apport¬ 
ioned  on  basis  of  averare  entries  mthin  the  nuotas  from  each  su.ch  country  for 
vears  195l-5Uj  and  modified  Magnuson  amendment  authorizing  Secretary  o.f  -agri¬ 
culture  to  set  aside  a  reasonable  amount  of  increased  ouotas  for  domestic 
sugar  to  be  used  as  a  reserve  for  adjusting  proportionate  shares  for  new 
acreage,  p.  DI0I4. 

"-0- 


•i 


COt-iriTTE  HEADINGS  TO  BE  IffiLD  FEB 
Farm  program,  S.  Agriculture  (er 
Disaster  insurance,  H.  Banking 
Cargo  preference,  H.  ler chant 
agricultural  policy,  Jt. 


currency. 

’arine  and  fisheries. 

Comrjjittee  on  Economic  Report  (Murr^  D.  Lincoln  to  testify) 

oOo 

SENiTE  (cont'd.) 


iiU.  MITK;  BRUCELLOSyZS .  as  passed  (see  item  12),  H.  R.  8320  p.covicesVs  follows: 

Exte.nds  the  ^cial  school  milk  prograia  2  years  to  June  30,  1958,\^ncreases  the 
amcjunt  avth/^ized  foi-  it  from  ;;>50  million  annually  to  :;'6o  million  j^r  the  cur¬ 
rent  fisc^  year  and  -75  million  for  each  of  the  next  2  fiscal  year^and  makes 
certainyfSnprofit  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  of  underprivilegedN^ildren 
eligi^  for  the  benefits  of  the  program;  extends  the  accelerated  bruceSAosis 
progiS  2  vears  to  June  30,  1958,  and  increases  the  amount  authorized  foiyit 
frqSr  -15  mb  lion  annually  to  .,17  million  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  ^0 
^lion  for  each  of  the  next  2  fiscal  years;  and  extends  the  veterans  and 
Irmed  Forces  milk  prograi-  2  years  to  December  31,  1958. 


oOo 


-5- 


ind 


.  3169,  b"'’’  ben.  ^''^atkins,  to  r^Milate  judicial  review  oi  deportation 
eb^luGion  orders;  to  Judiciary  Comraittee.  derarks  of  author ^  p.  1968. 

S.  3170,  by  Sen.  V'atkins,  to  amend  sections  201  and  202  of  the  Inuru 
tiorXand  -Nationality  Act;  to  Judiciary  Corimittee.  .Remarks  of  author,  ^p.  1968. 


fgra- 


hXHIBITSs.  3172,  by  Sen.  '  iley,  to  provide  for  the  promotion,  an^strengthen- 
ing  of  international  relatii^ns  through  cultural  and  athletic  exch^ges  and  par¬ 
ticipation,  in  international  fairs  and  festivals;  to  Foreign  kela^ii^ons  Committee, 
Remarks  ofNmthor,  pp.  1969,  .il289. 


33.  FOREIGN  TRADE.Xh.  R.  9170,  by  Rep.  Byrd,  to  regulate  the  foi^igii  oivrunerce  of 


the  U.  S,  by  esi^ablishing  import  quotas  under  specified  cor 
I-ieans  Corrjtiittee. 


lit ions;  to  Jays  and 


pro¬ 


of 


3h>  rSilGRATION.  H.  R.  ^71,  by  Rep.  Cretella,  to  amend  an^  liberalize  th 
visions  of  the  Refug^  Relief  Act  of  1963;  to  Jud.iciaa?y  Committee, 

H.  R.  9180,  by  R(^.  ^^eating,  to  authorize  the  a-mniasion  to  the  U.  S. 
certain  aliens;  to  Judiciary  Committee. 

H,  R.  9181,  by  Rep.  Ideating,  to  amend  the  I^igration  and  "Nationality 
Act;  to  Judiciary  Committee  ' 

H.  P.  9182,  by  Rep.  Keying,  to  regulate /judicial  review  of  deportation 
and  exclusion  orders;  to  Judreiary  Committee 

H.  R.  9183,  by  Rep.  Keatj^,  to  a-end potions  201  and  202  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  'Nationality'-  Act;  to  Ju^ciary  Co5g^littee.  Remarks  of  Fiep.  Keating 
cn  his  bills,  p.  2C6ii. 


) 


35.  PFRSOl'MRL.  H.  b.  9172,  by  Reo.  Davis^/la.,  and  H,  R.  9173,  bv  Rop.  Gross, 


to  ariiend  the  Civil  Service  Act  so  as/^  rc'-’uir-e  that  certain  reports  and  other 
comriiuni cations  of  the  executive  br^ch^o  Con;  rcss  contain  infomiation  per¬ 
taining  to  the  number  of  civi.lian/offic«^s  and  employees  required  to  cariT  eut 
additional  or  expanded  functions/  to  PostNpffice  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 


36.  GRaIN  STORAGE.  H,  R.  9178,  by/Rep.  Holmes,  t\^e::tend.  the  period  for  amortiza¬ 
tion  of  grain-storage  facil^ies;  to  '■•N;ij3  and\teans  Committee. 


37.  property.  H.  R.  9179, 
oxmed  by  the  U.  3.  for 
livestock,  which  are  di 


by 


sposed 


ep.  Jennings,  to  prohibit  the  use  of  real  pi-opei*ty 
production  of  agricultiWal  commodities,  including 
of  by  sale;  to  AgricuTtu-i'C  Committer. 


1 


38.  DISASTER  LOANS.  H.  l/(  9186,  by  Rep.  Lovre,  to  authori^  the  Secretary'"  of 
^agriculture  to  m.ak^  disaster  loans;  to  Agriculture  Commtteo , 


39.  Watershed.  H.  ^  9192,  by  Rep.  '-atts,  to  aiaend  the  N'atei'sl^i^  Protection  aiid 
Flood  Preventer.  Act  in  order  that  a  greater  numbei"  of  loca\  organizations 
may  qualify'-  ^ot  assistance  under  the  provisions  of  such  act;\.o  Agricultxire 
Committee . 


ho.  RECLAFATIC 


Sen. 


Gc 


R.  J.  Res.  52h,  bv  Rep,  Rhodes,  Ailz.,  and  S.  J,  Re^  l[i2,  by 
dwater,  directing  the  Seoretar'’"  of  State  and  the  SecretaryN^i  the 
Inter^r,  throug  h  the  Bureau  of  Recla: 'ation,  to  stud'’-  the  economic  and  engineer- 
/easibilit'’-  of  acquiring  riparian  rights  from  the  Rrpuolic  of  Le^co  to 
-i^a-ter  in  the  G\ilf  of  Califoi-nia  for  the  piping  and  pu  ping  of  x\rater  frWii  the 
f  of  California  to  Arizona  for  iiu-i gat.ion  pui-peries;  to  Foreign  Relat^ns 
omme.ttee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  GoliNwater,  p.  1972. 


84th  congress 
2n  Skssiox 


H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Februaky  8, 195G 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendment  of  tlie  Senate 


AN  ACT 


To  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  Tltftt  section  404  -(4)-  of  tho  Sugar  Aet  of  4048,  as  ameiidcd, 

4  is  amended  to  read  as  fotlews-r 

5  --(d)  The  term  Taw  sugar--  means  any  sugars  (exclusive 
'  6  of  Ihphd  sugar  from  foreign  eountrics  having  liquid  sugar 

7  quo4as-)-7  whether  or  not  jirineipally  of  erystahine  strueturoj 

8  whielr  are  to  he  findhcr  refined  or  improved  in  quality  to  pro- 

9  duee  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalhne  structure  or  liquid 
10  sugar;-- 
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SeOv  ^  Section  404-  -{e)-  el  seek  Aet  is  Qmcnde4  4e  Feed 
as  follows-: 

“~{e)-  4%e  term  ‘dir-C‘ot  eoiisttnif tiee  su^f-  moans  eny 
sagars  prinoipalO-  ef  (systafline  struclun*  a+i4  a«¥  tu^nid 
sugar  ( (^xelasive  ef  li<pii(l  stigar  IV( )W  foreign  oeunti-i<>> 
iaiving  li(|in(l  sugar  (fue4as)-,  wfriok  are  aet  te  he  fartWi* 
refined  er  ini})ro¥cd  ie  ♦juafitvv’- 

^fEOr  O7  Sootion  4-04-  -{r)-  ef  seeb  Aet  is  amended  bv 
dedeting  fbe  paronthotionl  werd  (Clorget) 

{4^07  dr  Soetien  4-04-  ef  swek  Aef  is  amended  by  adding 
af  fbe  end  tbei’eef  a  new  paragraph  fe  read  as  follows : 

(n)  ddre  term  be ‘be  furtb(u'  rebned  er  improved  in 
quality-  means  fe  be  subjeeted  snbsfantially  fe  the  proeesses 
ef  -(4-)-  affiliation  er  defeeation,  elaribeation,  and  -fbf 
fnrtber  ])uribeation  by  adsorption  er  erystalligation.  ¥be 
8eeretary  is  avtfborbed,  in  aeeordance  wbb  findings  based  en 
pubfie  bearings  fe  determine  whether  speeibe  processes  fe 
which  srtgars  are  snbjceted  are  snffieient  fe  meet  fbe  require¬ 
ments  ef  this  paragraph  -(nf  and  wbetber  sugars  ef  speeibe 
quabties  are  raw  sugar  within  the  i-neaning  ef  paragraph 
-(df  ef  this  section,  er  dircH‘t  consumption  sugar  within  the 
meaning  ef  paragraph  -fe)-  ef  this  section/’ 

►SeOt  br  Section  S04-  ef  such  Aef  is  anicndial  bv  striking 
nr  the.  second  sentence  thereof  the  worrls  “  tf)47  prior  to  tht^ 
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tcmimatien  ef  price  control  el  sugar''  aft4  mserling 
tbor^f 

Sbo.  #r  8cction  20&  -{ft)-  of  snch  Act  rs  am on4c(l 
inserting  a  colon  an4  tlm  calcmlar  year  l-9r>4>'  in 

Hen  of  tkc  first  comma  and  W  addnig  tlm  following  new 
paragraphs : 

4Ar  the  calendar  year  1956,  hw  apportioning 
among  snelt  areas  59  per  centum  of  the  amount  hy  which 
the  determination  made  pmmant  to  section  294  exceeds 
eight  million  three  hundred  and  hfty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  as  follows : 

‘-(Ar)  ddre  hrst  one  hundred  and  eighty  eiglit  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  ther-eof,  hy  which  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  he  apportioned 
45^2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  hcet  area ;  42t9  per  centum 
to  the  mainland  cane  area-  49t9  per  eet^tum  to  Puerto  Rico^ 
and  4-:9  per  centum  to  the  A%gin  Islands ;  and 

“-(B)  Any  additional  amount  shall  he  apportioned  on 
the  basis  cstahlished  in  paragraph  -faf  -fl)-  as  adjusted  hy 
subparagraph  -{A)-  of  this  paragraph  -(a)-  -(2)-7 

-  ‘‘  {-3-)  Por  the  calendar  year  495-7  end  each  subsequent 
calendar  year;  hy  apportioning  among  such  areas  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  end  forty  four  thousand  short  tonsy  raw 
value,  in  accordance  with  paragraph  -faf  {A)-  of  this  sectiom 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


hf  nddfflg  tliereto  fef  centum  of  Ike  amount  hf  which 
the  dctcrmhuitien  made  fursuant  to  section  SOI  exceeds 
eight  million  throe  hundred  and  hhy  thousand  short  tons,- 
raw  xalucy  apportioned  as  follows :  First;  hf  apportioning 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  -(af  -fS)-  of 
this  section  an  amount  not  in  excess  of  the  amonnt  so  appor- 
thmed  in  -1 05h;  and  second,  hf  ajiportioning  the  remainder-,- 
if  an^  in  accordance  with  the  hnal  ffuotas  established  for 
the  calendar  1056,  pursuant  to  paragraphs  -faf  -(4-}- 
and  -faf  -(S-)-  of  this  section 

SeGt  ^  Seetioit  SOS  -fef  of  sneh  Act  is  amended  hy  strik- 
ing  ottt  ‘‘For-  ’  after  -“-(-e)-^  and  mserting  in  hen  thereof  -‘-^-(4-)- 
For  the  ctdendar  year  1056;  for^  and  hy  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs-; 

■‘‘(S)  For  the  calendar  year  1057  and  for  each  snh- 
sequent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the 
-Repuhlic  of  the  Philippines,  hy  prorating  to  Fnha  06  per 
centiun  and  to  sneh  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum 
of  the  amonnt  of  sugar,  raw  value,  hy  which  eight  million 
three  hundred  and  hfty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser 
amount  as  determined  ptffiHta-jO  to  section  S04  exceeds  the 
sum  of  four  million  four  Imndred  and  forty-four  thousand 
sport  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota  established  ^mrsuant 
to  subsection  -fh)-  of  this  section ;  and  hy  pr€>rating  to  Guba 
50  per  centum  and  to  foreign  countries  other  than  Guba 
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I  f  It 

ttt  txtU 


Mi4  the  licfublie  el  Ibe  Melij^pinos  ^  pe? 
ai-iiount  el  sugar,  raw  ¥aIiio,  hf  -wliieh  tbe 
iiiiiicd  pursaant  le  section  2D4-  exceeds  tbe  sitin  el  eight 
Hdllien  three  hitndred  aad  h%  theasand  sheet  teas  phts  the 
iaerease  hr  puetas  previded  ler  hr  sahseetren  -(af 
this  section :  Pvevidi^  -(1}-  that  ler  1957  the  qaota  ler  ler- 
eiga  eenntrics  ether  thaa  (Juba  aad  the  Kepublie  el  the 
■Philippines  shah  he  eae  haahred'arrd  se¥ent3’  five  therrsaad 
sheet. terrsy  raw  ¥alrre,-  arrd:  the  prreta  ler  (4uha  shah  equal 
the  siaa  el  the  qrret.as  ler  fereign  eean tries  other  thaa  the 
jhepuhlic  el  the  Philippines  less  erre  hundred  arrd  seventw 
hre  thousand  short  terrsy  raw  value ;  aad  -{hf  that  ler  the 
ealendar  year  -1-958  arrd  eaeh  subsequent  ealendar  year 
threagh  1960  the  qaeta  ler  lererga  eountries  ether  thaa  (htha 
arrd  the  Bycpu-bhe  el  the  Philippines  shah  he  iirereased  lerty- 
hve  tliousarrd  short  tons,-  raw  valae,-  annaahy  arrd  the  qrreta 
ler  hhrha  shall  equal  the  saar  el  the  (protas  ler  lererga  eeun- 
trres  other  thaa  the  Pepubhe  el  the  Philippiin^s  ler  srteh  year 
less  the  quota  ler  forergrt  eerartrres  other  thaa  Oaha  arrd 
the  Republic  el  the  Philippines  ler  saeh  yearr  hhe  quota 
eountries  other  thaa  (Juba  arrd  the  Republic  el 
the  Phhrpphres  shah  he  prorated  ler  the  ealendar  year  -1957 
arrd  ler  eaeh  suhseqaerrt  ealendar  year  as  follows : 

“  (A)  Eaeh  country  whose  average  anrrrral  importations 
arte  the  United  States  whhla  the  quota  were  less  thaa  erre 
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t'hoiiijaiul  !jher4  kmsy  vt^lue,  ditfiiig  years  1053  ft«4 
1-954  shall  roGcivc  a  preration  equal  auek  average 
iinpoFtatk)«e7 

“  (B)  Eoek  eeiuilry  vrhese  average  aiiiiual  impertations 
5rte  45e  United  States  within  tke  quota  were  more  thoe  owe 
thousand  short  tons  hnt  less  tfeon  three  thousanrl  short  tonsj 
row  vahie,  during  the  years  1953  onh  4954  shall  rceeive  eaeh 
year  two  ( housnnd  toH?i  In  adhltlon  to  the  hasie  tonnages  pro- 
rated  under  sub])aragraphs  -(O)-  or  (D)  hereof.- 

-^O)  Eoeh  (oinhr}-  whose  average  ammal  importations 
Into  the  United  States  whhin  the  quota  were  one  thousand 
short  tons  hot  less  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  row  value, 
during  the  years  1953  onh  4954  shall  ri^oerve  a  proration 
lor  4957  equal  to  its  avtnage  importations  lor  the  ealendor 
years  1953  an4  1 951  pins  39  per  eentum  thereof  an4  lor 
eoeh  (olendar  year  suhscspient  to  1 957-  through  4990  the  pro¬ 
ration  lor  eaeh  sneh  e<juntry  shall  he  inereased  hy  on  odhi- 
tional  30  per  eentum  ol  its  proration  un4er  this  subpara¬ 
graph  -fG)-  lor  the  inimediately  preeeding  ealendor  year. 

‘‘  (D)  That  part  of  the  quota  not  otlierwise  prorated  in 
subparagraphs  -{A  ) ,  (B) ,  an4  -fG)-  above  shall  he  prorated 
as  follows : 


“Country 

Dominican  Ropnhlic 

Porn  _  _  __ 

Ufvx  v*k/-v  4  »  <  w-> 
i  1 1 

n 

M-exioo _ 

yicara^yua 

XTTCTvT  — 
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1  6eo.  ^  Section  SOS  el  sneh  Aet  k  ftmendod  hy-  adding 

2  tke  fedewing  new  paeagfaph : 

3  --Ho)  Whenever  in  any  yea#  anv  foreign  eoimtr}^  with 

4  a  pnefo  er  proration  thereof  el  noeee  than  ten  thetisand  sheet 

5  tens  laik  te  hh  sneh  pneta  er  proration  hy  more  than  hO 

6  per  centinn  and  at  any  time  during  sneh  year  the  worhi 

7  price  el  sugar  esccods  the  domestic  priecj  the  quota  er  pre- 

8  ratien  thereof  for  sneh  ceuntry  for  subsequent  years  shall  he 

9  reduced  hy  an  amount  equal  te  the  amount  hy  whieh  such 
Id  ceunt^  faifod  te  hh  its  quota  er  preration  thereof^  unless 

11  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  te  crop  disaster 

12  or  force  majeure  er  finds  that  such  reduction  w-eutd  he  cen- 
18  trary  te  the  ohjeetives  el  this  Aetr  Any  reduction  hereunder 

14  shah  he  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  dcheits  are  prorated 

15  under  scctfon  SOh/’ 

16  SbOt  Or  -(af  ¥he  sccend  sentence  el  section  S04  -fa)- 

17  el  such  Act  is  amended  hy  inserting  before  the  peiued  at  the 

18  end  thereof  a  cofon  and  the  following :  ''Provided-;  ?hat  any 

19  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar  producing  area  oeourring  hy 

20  reason  el  inability  te  marhet  that  part  el  the  quota  for  such 

21  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  el  section  SOS  -(a)-  -(S^  er 

22  Ore  increases  allotted  under  seetieits  SOS  -(a)-  -fO)-  shah  first  he 

23  prorated  te  other  domestic  areas  en  the  hasis  el  ^  quotas 

24  Oien  hr  cffecOh 


25 


-(h)-  The  last  paragraph  el  section  S04  -(ar)-  el  such  Act 
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is  ins€rlini>-  befe^e  Ibe  period  ftl  liio  ood  tbcreoi 

an  /-\Y-v->  1  /  ^/^]  /"vn  i~i  /I  1  /  1 fT  *  1— rvy  f  It  O  XU.  fit  /ip  orw  xx£ 

V./11 1 1* y Ulv/1 1  cvTTvT  i-'ll 1  vf llv*  iJ  1^^^  v" JVv.” 1/  LH L  Til  TTl\?  v-Clov?  vTl 

promtion  of  aoy  ooob  dofioil^  io  mw  domcstie  sugar  produeing 
area  oeeurriog  hy  reason  oi  inability  lo  rnar-kot  tbot  port  of 
tbe  ffuotft  for  swd^t  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
sedion  20S  -fn)-  or  tbe  inereoses  allotted  under  section 


fa)-  -f3}7  tbe  Secretary  sbab  apportion  tbe 
aniount  on  sneb  basis  and  to  snob  other  domestic  areas  oo  be 
detemnnes  is  refpnred  to  bb  sneb  deficit,  and  if  be  finds  tba4 
no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  snppl}^  sneb  unfilled  amount, 
be  shall  odd  it  to  tbe  (piota  for  Guba-. 

Sfie.  bOr  Section  bOfi  -(a)-  of  sneb  Act  is  amended  by 
insertbig  immediatelv  bcdorc  tbe  final  sentenee  thereof  tbe 
following :  ^An  makii^  sneb  allotments,  tbe  Secretary  may 
also  tube  into  consideration  and  mobe  due  allowance  for  tbe 
afiversc  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,-  disease,-  in- 
seets,  or  other  simikr  abuorfool  and  uneontrollable  conditions 
serbmsly  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by 
tbe  factory  or  factories  of  sneb  j[>ersonfi’. 

Si^t^  -bb  -(a)-  Section  -(a)-  of  sneb  Act  is  amended 
by  Oilding  after  tbe  word  bcear-  tbe  following-:-  ^  pbts  on 
oinount  cfjnal  to  tbe  smne  perceiitage  of  tweuty  -ninc  tlmnsand 
sbt  biindred  and  sixt(M‘n  short  tonsj  raw  value,  that  tbe  in¬ 
crease  in  tbe  pnota  for  dbawan  under  section  SOS  is  of  one 
nnlliou  fifty  two  thousmtd  sboet  bntSj  row  value ’-b 
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-fH*  Section  -fb)-  of  meh  Aol  is  amended  striking 
period  at  tko  eft4  tbereot  and  by  adding  tbo  following : 
-which  shall  bo  piancipally  of  orystallinc  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  tbo  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twenty 
she  thousand  anh  thirty  three  short  tons,  raw  yaluc,  that 
the  inerease  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Pieo  under  section  SO# 
is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tonSy  raw  ¥aluc;  which 
latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct  consumption  sugar 
whether  or  not  principally  or  er}^stallinc  structurc/\ 

SeG;  4St  Section  #07  -(hf  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘The-’  after  (h)  and  inserting  in  hea  thereof 
“  (1)  Por  the  calendar  year  hOhOj  the^  and  by  adding  Oie 
following  new  paragraph : 

--f#)-  Per*  the  calendar  year  ■1007  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year^  the  quota  for  foreign  eoimtries  other  than 
Ouha  and  the  -Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by 
direct  consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  Pr30  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  #07  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  -(a)-  and  -(h)- 
of  section  20#-:  Provided,  That  seeh  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  #0#  -(e)-  of 
seven  thousand  short  tons  or  lessv  The  direet-eonsumption 
portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  4.36  per 
centum  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
H.  R.  7030 - 2 
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countfies  which  rocci^c  prorations  inaier  section  -{e^ 
ei  more  than  seven  thousand  short  Ions  on  the  basis  of  aver 
a^  imports  of  dircet-eonsamption  sugar  witihn  the  quota  for 
the  years  19547  1952,  1^5^,  and  1954.” 

BEe7  4^  Section  d04  -fhf  of  sueh  Aet  is  amended  hy 
inserting  after  the  words  “-for  processed)-”  the  following-:- 
^  except  for  livestoel^  feedy  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  hy  the  Sceretary,-^ 

447  Section  d02  -fh)-  of  sueh  Aet  is  amended  hy 
inserting  after  ^^-for  processed)  ”  the  words  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share”  and  hy  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  the  following :  -and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  prod»mtion  has  been  ad- 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  hy  drought,  stoiun, 
flood,  freezoj  disease-,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uneon  troll  able  eondilions.  SAr  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land  resotirees,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  produetion,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Piterto  Eieo,  the  Seeretar\%  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Pieoj  is  hereby 
authorized,  'whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  publie 
mterost  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other 
productive  pmposcs,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
^^Q^'d  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Bleo 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


11 


fey  ^  afflieairt  le  aey  elfeef  ei  k»4 

owBcd  fey  mek  applicant  m  Pn-erto  Rieo/’. 

SbOt  4#7  Section  4^  el  such  Aet  is  amended  fey  in¬ 
serting  ”  at  tfee  feeginning  tbereof  and  fey  adding  tfee 
lellow-ing  new  paragrapfes 

(b)  Any  person  wkese  sugar  preeessing  operations 
otherwise  meet  Ae  requirements  ol  section  1444  -(nf  and  who 
snfejoets  to  sa^  proeesses  sugar-  imported  or  brought  into  the 
continental  United  States  under  a  deelaration  that  it  is 
raw  sugar  fent  which  sugar'  subsequently  is  determined  to 
be  ol  direct-  consumption  quality  and  to  be  in  asecss  ol  the 
direct  consumption  portion  ol  the  applicable  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  or  allotment  tbereol,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
a  sum  equal  to  4  cent  per  pound  lor  each  poimd7  raw  valuej 
ol  sueh  sugar  in  excess  ol  the  dneet  consumption  portion  ol 
the  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thcrcol,  which 
forfeiture  shah  fee  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  ol  the  United  StatesA 

SeOt  407  Section  407-  ol  sueh  Aet  is  amended  fey  adding 


at  the  end  thereol  the  lohowing  senteneer  ^^hhe  provisions 
ol  this  section  shah  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  arc 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.-. 

SeGt  47-r  Section  444  ol  such  Aet  is  renumbered  as 
scetioi^  112,  section  44h  ol  such  Aet  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  443  and  a  new  sectioii  444  inserted  as  followm 
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SeOt  444t 


is  authorized  te  issae  saeh 


as  may  he  neecssary  te  carry  ent  article  7-  el 
the  Interaatienai  Sugar  Agreement  ler  the  -Regulatien  el 
the  Preduct  ion  and  Marketing  el  Sugar  -(-rat-ified  hy  and 
wth  the  advice  and  cense] it  el  the  Iknited  States  Senate  en 
April  dOy  1054) ,  restricting  impertatien  el  sugar  inte  the 
United  States  Irem  loreign  countries  net  participating  in 
such  agreement,  er  te  carry  eut  the  corresponding  provisions 
el  amv  such  luture  agreements  ratified  hv  and  with  the 
advice  and  censent  el  the  -United  States  Senate/’ 

Seo.  4-8t  Penumhered  seetien  442  el  such  Act  -{relating 
te  termhiatien  el  the  ])owers  el  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  ameiided  hy  striking  eut  “1950-’  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  hen  thereof  -“10OQ”. 

SeOt  49t  a  new  seetien  444  is  added  te  such  Act  as 
lellews } 

^EO.  444t  -fa{-  4e  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist 
in  the  continental  United  States  sugar-producing  areas  hy 
reason  el  the  fpiantities  el  surplus  everipiota  sugar  ])reduccd 
in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shah  carry 
eut  leansy  pttrehasesy  er  Other  operations  with  respect  te 
one  hundred  thousand  short  tens  el  sugar  produced  Irem  the 
4955  er  previous  crops  in  such  areasr 

^higar  acquired  hereunder  shah  he  disposed  el  eu4 
side  the  continental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Cer- 
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poroli-en  determincg  will  iiel  unduly  in-torfcrc  witb  nnrmal 
marketings  ef  sugar,  ineluding  dispositions  under  tke  Agri 
cultural  Trade  Be^elopinent  and  Assktanee  Act  el  4#^ 


' -(-e)  borrower  sbad  be  personally  liable  ler  any 
deficiency  arising  frena  tbe  sale  of  tbe  sugar  securing  any 
loan  made  under  authority  ol  this  section,  unless  sueb  loan 
was  obtained  tlirougb  frauduleiat  representations  by  #te  bor- 
rower.  This  pro¥ision  shall  notj  however  be  eonstrued  to 
prevent  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  requiring  tbe 
boiTower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in  tbe  quality 
or  quantity  of  sugar  delwered  under  fim  loan,  for  failure 
to  properly  eare  for  and  preserve  sueb  sugar,  or  for  failure 
or  refusal  to  deliver  tbe  sugar  in  accordance  wbb  tbe  require¬ 
ments  of  tbe  program? 

(d)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to 
tbe  provisions  of  title  H  of  this  Act-’^ 

Sb6t  fiOr  Sections  4504  -(cf  and  64441  -(d)-  (relating  to 
tbe  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)-  of  tbe  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1054  are  amended  by  striking  out  ‘^1957’’  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  fieu  thereof  ‘4061-’b 
SeGt  04?  Sccticm  4500  -(4)^  chapter  -(d^  subchapter  Ay 
^  Oie  I-ntemai  Revenue  Code  of  4054  is  amended 
as  follows :  Strike  out  tbe  parenthetical  word  (Clcrget)— 
H.  R.  7030 - 3 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


14 


where  it  oeeurs  m  ^  first  sentenee  aafi  delete  ^  second 
sentence  thereof? 

Sbo?  ^  -{*)■  Section  4504-,'  chapter  fiTy  subchapter  -A^ 
-Sugar^’,  ef  the  Internal  Rc¥cnuc  Gode  ef  1054  is  amended 


before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 


%nd  except  that  saeh  tas  may  he  subject  te  refunds  as  a  tax 


under  the  previsions  ef  section  6418  (a)  -h 

-fh)-  Section  G418  -(n)-  ^  chapter  fifi  ef  tire  Internal  Hcv 
enne  Code  ef  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  ‘--(a)  — 
nnmcdiatcly  following  ‘-section  4501”. 

See?  ^3?  ¥he  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become 
effective  January  ly  1956,  except  as  otherwise  designated  and 
except  that  required  determinations  and  regulations  may  be 
issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 

That  section  101  (d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  term  ^raw  sugar  means  any  sugars  (exclusive 
of  liquid  sugar  from  foreigyi  countries  having  liquid  sugar 
quotas),  whether  or  not  'principally  of  crystalline  structure, 
ivhich  are  to  he  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality  to  pro¬ 
duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid 


sugar. 


Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 


read  as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar’  means  any 
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sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid 
sugar  ( exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  hav¬ 
ing  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to  he  further  refined 
or  improved  in  quality 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

^‘(n)  The  term  Ho  he  further  refined  or  improved  in 
quality’  means  to  he  subjected  suhstantially  to  the  processes 
of  (1)  affination  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  hy  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  such 
notice  as  he  may  hy  regulations  prescribe,  to  determine 
whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  (n) 
and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw  sugar  within 
the  meaning  of  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  or  direct- 
consumption  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of 
this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  striking 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the 
termination  of  price  control  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “1947-1949”. 
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Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar -'producing  areas  hy  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and 
forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tons. 

Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1, 800, 000 

Mairdand  cane  sugar -  500, 000 

Hawaii _ 1, 052, 000 

Puerto  Rico _  1, 080, 000 

Virgin  Islands _  12, 000 


To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred 
forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  he 
added  an  amount  equal  to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by 
u'hich  the  Secretary's  determination  of  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  for  the  calendar  year 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned 
among  and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas,  respectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred 
sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof, 
by  ivhich  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased 
shall  be  apportioned  5U5  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  mainland  cane  sugar 
area;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  increased 
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shall  he  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico;  (C)  the  next  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
which  such  quotas  are  so  increased  shall  he  apportioned 
to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any  additional  amount  shall  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by  subparagraphs 
(A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph  (2).” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  anmided  by 
striking  out  “For’’  after  ^‘(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  by  prorating  (A)  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  (B )  to  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount 
as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  45  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 
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million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  as 
follows: 


Country  Per  centum 

Cvba _  33.  8 

Fem _ ' _  Jf.  0 

Dominican  Republic _  2.  0 

Mexico _  Jf..  0 

Other  countries _  1.  2 


Jfd.O 


The  above  proration  of  1.2  per  centum  to  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the 
Dominican  Republic,  and  Mexico  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  the  apportionments  to  such  countries  under  para¬ 
graph  (3)  of  this  subsection. 

''(S)  For  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  proration  of  4 
per  centum  under  paragraph  (2)  (B)  of  this  subsection  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each 
such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  ivere  less  than  one  thousand 
short  tons,  rare  value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than 
one  thousand  nor  more  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
and  third,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  whose  average 
entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less 
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1  than  two  thousand  nor  7nore  than  ton  thousand  short  tons, 

2  raw  value,  a  yr oration  equal  to  the  average  entries  from 

3  each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954, 

4  plus  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  fourth,  hy 

5  prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota  to  such  foreign  countries 

6  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 

7  1954  exceeded  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the 

8  basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the  quotas  from  each  such 

9  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

10  “For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each  subsequent 

11  calendar  year,  the  proration  of  4  per  centum,  under  para- 

12  graph  (2)(B)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries  other 

13  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  ap- 
portioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years 
1953  and  1954  ivere  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by  prorating 
the  balance  of  such  quota  among  the  remainder  of  such 
countfies  on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such 
countries  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  calendar  year  1957.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 

Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with 
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a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short 
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tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10 
per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world 
price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years  shall  be 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster 
or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204.”  ...  •  . 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 

of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 

% 

end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by 
reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota  for  such 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2) 
shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis 

of  the  quotas  then  in  effect” . . 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  fa)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of 
the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
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section  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
unfilled  anwuiit  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic 
areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if 
he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such 
unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba!'. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the 
following:  ‘^In  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the 
adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in¬ 
sects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions 
seriously  and  broadly  afecting  any  general  area  served  by 
the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.”. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  after  the  ivord  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand 
six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty-two  thousand,  short  tons,  raw  value,” . 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  by  adding  the  following: 
“which  shall  be  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one  hundred  twviiiy- 
six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under  section  202 
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is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  to)(s,  raw  value,  which 
latter  amount  may  he  filled  by  direct-consumptiou  sugar 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.". 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ''The'  after  ‘'(h)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"(1)  Tor  the  calendar  year  lOdO,  the'  and  bi/  adding  flie 
following  new  paragraph : 

"(2)  For  the  tudendar  year  10~)7  and  each  sidrsapient 
calendar  year,  the  ([uota  for  foreign  count rie.'<  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by 
dircct-co)isumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1 .36  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determmed  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202:  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of 
seven  thousa)ul  short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consiunption 
portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per 
centum  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
counti'ies  which  receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c) 
of  more  than  seven  thousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  aver¬ 
age  imports  of  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for 
the  years  1951, 1952, 1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  wor'ds^  "(or  processed)”  the  following: 
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except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,'". 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  '‘(or  processed)-'  the  words  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share"  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  ordei  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Pico,  the  Secretary,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Pico,  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  othei 
productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
record  for  a;ny  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Pico 
owned,  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land 
owned,  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Pico." . 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “(a)"  at  the  beginning  thereof,  by  striking  out  “(a)" 
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and  “(b)’'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '‘(1)’’  and  ^‘(2y\ 
respectively,  and  by  adding  the  following  neiv  subsection: 

“(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
otherwise  meet  the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and 
who  subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought 
into  the  continental  United  States  under  a  declaration  that 
it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequently  is  determined 
to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each 
pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  that  part  of 
the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota  or 
proration  or  allotment  thereof  remaining  unfilled  at  the  time 
of  such  determination,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable 
in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  “The  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.” . 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as 
section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  413,  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec:  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of 
the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Begulation  of 
the  Production  and  Marketmg  of  Sugar  ( ratified  by  and 
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-  1  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on 

2  April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 

3  United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 

4  such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions 

5  of  any  such  future  agreements  ratified  hy  and  with  the 

6  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

7  Sec.  18.  Remimbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 

8  to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act ) 

9  is  amended  hy  striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 

10  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

11  Sec.  19.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 

12  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

13  Code  of  1954  are  amended  hy  striking  out  “1957”  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1963”. 

Sec.  20.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  37,  suhchapter  A, 
y  “Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 

as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)” 
7vhere  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  21.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  suhchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
hif  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

and  except  that  such  tax  may  he  subject  to  refunds  ns  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)”. 

(h)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal 


1  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  '‘( a)'’ 

2  immediately  following  ‘  'section  4501 '  ’ . 

3  Sec.  22.  Except  as  otherume  provided,  the  amendments 

4  made  hereby  shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1950, 

5  except  that  sections  1  through  4  shall  become  effective  upon 

6  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  regulations  imple- 

7  menting  such  sections,  or  six  months  after  the  date  of  enact- 

8  ment  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  30,  1955. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  an  amendment  Febraary  8, 
1956. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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,  6703.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
^and  In  Alaska  to  Victor  Power,  of 
Juneau^^laska;  and 
•  H.  R.  75^.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  InteWor  to  grant  an  extension  of  time 
to  the  Matai^ska  Valley  Lines,  Inc.,  and  to 
Russell  Swan^  and  Joe  Blackard  within 
which  to  appl^^or  patent  to  certain  lands 
in  Alaska;  to  th^pommittee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

H.  J.  Res.  617.  Joiftt  resolution  changing 
the  date  for  the  counting  of  the  electoral 
votes  in  1957;  to  the  vJommittee  on  Rules 
and  Administration. 


HOUSE  CONCURRENT  RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED 

The  following  concurrent  ^Resolutions 
were  referred  to  the  Committ^  on  the 
Judiciary: 

H.  Con.  Res.  201.  Concurrent  resolution  ap¬ 
proving  the  granting  jof  the  status  of\Der- 
manent  residence  to  certain  aliens;  andN 

H.  Con.  Res.  202.  Concurrent  resolution 
voring  the  granting  of  the  status  of  permdS 
nent  residence  to  certain  aliens. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  February  8,  1956,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Pi-esident  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  1352.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  A.  J.  Crozat, 
Jr.;  and 

S.  1584.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Raymond 
D.  Beckner  and  Lulu  Stanley  Beckner. 

EXPENDITURE  OP  FUNDS  BY  SPE¬ 
CIAL  INTEREST  GROUPS  IN  CON¬ 
NECTION  WITH  A  FEDERAL  ELEC¬ 
TION 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
last  Friday  in  Detroit  a  decision  which 
had  little  attention  in  the  national  press 
was  handed  down  on  the  matter  of  the 
expenditure  of  funds  by  special  interest 
groups  in  connection  with  a  Federal 
election.  This  decision  will  be  of  great 
importance  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and,  I  venture  to  say,  will  also 
be  a  matter  of  important  concern  to  the 
Congress. 

This  decision  was  handed  down  in 
connection  with  a  Federal  grand  jury 
indictment  of  a  labor  union  for  spending 
general  union  funds  on  television  prc^ 
grams  broadcast  to  the  general  pul^ 
in  support  of  certain  candidates  for  Fed¬ 
eral  office.  The  union,  in  its  bri^  did 
not  deny  such  funds  had  been  swnt  as 
specified  in  the  indictment.  Tm  court, 
nevertheless,  held  that  existi^  law  did 
not  prohibit  such  activity  onyuie  part  of 
this  special  interest  groupy 

What  does  this  decisii^  mean  to  the 
average  voting  citizen /in  the  United 
States,  and  especially  vmat  does  it  mean 
to  labor  union  memjrfers?  If  it  means 
that  unions  may  ^w  consider  it  legal 
to  spend  union  ^es  money  on  radio 
and  television  pn^rams,  as  well  as  other 
campaign  exposes  without  limit,  we 
may  well  asl^urselves  what  chance  the 
rest  of  the^tizens — or  for  that  matter, 
any  otheryl^ecial  interest  group  in  this 
country-^vill  have  when  faced  by  such 
a  grouj^  as  we  find  in  the  new  imion 
merg^  which  controls  the  dues  money 
of  D^e  than  15  million  members  in  this 
country. 


Recent  substantial  studies  Indicate 
that  the  annual  dues  collected  in  this 
country  run  about  $500  million.  If  only 
10  percent  of  this  money  were  allocated 
to  political  purposes,  it  would  mean  a 
slush  fund  amounting  to  $50  million  an¬ 
nually.  Does  anyone  suppose  that  the 
citizens  of  this  country  would  be  able  to 
resist  the  political  force  which  can  be 
generated  with  such  an  overwhelming 
fund?  Or  does  anyone  suppose  that 
certain  union  leaders  who  have  already 
shown  a  strong  desire  to  use  their 
muscles  on  the  American  political  scene 
can  now  be  expected  to  show  any  reason¬ 
able  restraint  in  the  use  of  such  funds? 
This  decision  in  Detroit  last  Friday  opens 
the  door  for  the  influencing  of  Federal 
elections  by  special  interest  groups 
which  can  make  the  wide-open  corrup¬ 
tion  developed  50  years  ago  by  the  use 
of  corporate  funds  seem  trifling  by  com¬ 
parison. 

This  situation,  I  submit,  calls  for  an 
immediate  review  of  the  law  pertaining 
^  Federal  elections  in  order  to  protect 
tk^  individual  rights  and  freedoms  of 
citizens  of  the  country,  as  well  as  to  in- 
sur^hat  members  of  labor  unions  will 
not  bXcompelled,  as  the  price  of  holdir 
a  job,^  support,  through  their  u^n 
dues,  cai^idates  or  parties  whichyuiey 
personallysywould  oppose. 

In  this  cmnection,  I  would  li^  to  in¬ 
sert  into  th^RECORD  at  this/point  an 
article  from  me  Washington  Star  of 
February  4,  195^  This  As;^iated  Press 
dispatch  says,  bnefly,  t^t  the  senior 
Senator  from  the  Sfiate  ofMichigan  [Mr. 
Potter],  who  repreMn^  the  State  most 
concerned  at  present^ith  the  result  of 
this  decision,  believ^  t^t  Congress  will 
have  to  rewrite  ihe  I^eral  Corrupt 
P:-actices  Act  as  ^result  orthis  ruling. 

There  being  Ao  objectionV^he  article 
was  ordered  t/be  printed  in  fiie  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  tbe  yfashington  Evening  Sta\of  Feb¬ 
ruary  4,  1956] 

Potter  Q^ys  Ruling  Voids  Corrupt  PiudvicES 
Act 

Senator  Potter,  Republican,  of  Micblgaia, 
today  that  Congress  "will  have  to  re- 
WD^  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act”  If  a  Federal 
idge’s  ruling  dismissing  a  charge  against  the 
Jnited  Auto  Workers  union  Is  upheld. 

Federal  Judge  Prank  A.  Picard  threw  out  of 
court  In  Detroit  yesterday  a  charge  that  the 
UAW  had  used  members’  dues  illegally  to 
finance  television  and  radio  programs  of  po¬ 
litical  candidates. 

"The  expenditures  charged  in  this  Indict¬ 
ment  are  not  prohibited  by  the  act,”  the 
judge  ruled.  He  said  the  union  was  "exercis¬ 
ing  the  right  of  free  speech.”  There  was  no 
immediate  decision  on  an  appeal. 

The  case  was  the  keystone  of  a  drive  by 
Chairman  Goldwatee  of  the  Republican  Sen¬ 
atorial  Campaign  Committee  and  others 
against  what  Senator  Goldwater  called  the 
"massive  use  of  political  slush  funds”  by 
unions  in  election  campaigns. 

Union  leaders  have  scoffed  at  Senator 
GoLDWATiai’s  charges,  which  have  been  echoed 
by  Senator  Knowland,  of  California,  the 
Senate  minority  leader. 

The  UAW  admitted  spending  money  for  po¬ 
litical  purposes,  but  questioned  the  law’s 
constitutionality. 

Without  ruling  on  that  contention.  Judge 
Picard  said  the  law  does  not  prohibit  the  ac¬ 
tion  charged  against  the  tmion.  He  said 
the  Supreme  Court,  on  appeal,  “may  deter¬ 
mine  otherwise,  and  may  at  that  time  decide 
upon  the  law’s  constitutionality.” 


Emil  Mazey,  secretary-treasurer  of 
UAW,  commented  “We  are  glad  to  see  thj 
Judge  Picard  has  upheld  the  Bill  of  RlgM 

The  Detroit  case  grew  out  of  charge/  by 
Michigan  Republican  leaders  that  the/mion 
had  used  funds  for  support  of  Den^cratic 
candidates  in  1954  when  Senator  E^^uson, 
Republican  of  Michigan,  was  defend  for  re- 
election  by  Senator  McNamara,  democrat. 

Senator  Potter  said  In  an  Imerview  that 
if  Picard’s  ruling  is  upheld  b^the  Supreme 
Court  "that  means  the  en<yof  the  Corrupt 
Practices  Act.” 

“If  unions  can  use  thel/dues  to  make  po¬ 
litical  contributions,  th^e  is  no  reason  why 
corporations  can’t  u^  their  stockholders’ 
money  for  the  same  purpose,”  he  said.  "In 
my  judgment,  neither  should  be  permitted  to 
use  money  collect^  from  members  or  stock¬ 
holders  against  me  will  of  some  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  from  whiclythe  money  came.” 

Mr.  GO^WATER.  Objective  uni¬ 
versity  stjifaies  have  shown  that  more 
than  40^rcent  of  the  union  members  in 
this  comtry  in  1952  voted  for  a  Republi¬ 
can  Resident.  Yet  the  union  dues  of 
mo^  of  this  40  percent  were  being  ap- 
pi;/^riated  by  certain  union  leaders  to 
lance  the  campaigns  of  candidates 
vhich  these  same  union  members,  as  in¬ 
dividuals,  were  opposing  at  the  polls. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  however,  that 
this  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  The  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  a  union  member  is  a  Re¬ 
publican  or  a  Democrat  is  not  the  first 
consideration.  We  know  that  in  im¬ 
portant  regions  of  this  country  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party  rarely,  if  ever,  elects  a 
candidate.  In  these  regions  there  is  a 
situation  equally  dangerous  to  political 
freedom.  Yes,  in  these  areas,  dues 
money  collected  from  union  members  is 
being  used  to  support  certain  candidates 
in  the  Democrat  primaries,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  union  members,  as  indi¬ 
viduals,  may  be  opposing  these  candi¬ 
dates  at  the  polls.  What  can  be  more 
degrading  to  a  free  citizen  than  to  be 
compelled,  in  order  to  earn  a  livelihood, 
to  pay  the  campaign  expenses  of  po¬ 
litical  candidates  whom  he,  as  a  citizen, 
opposes  at  the  poUs? 

This,  I  repeat,  is  not  a  partisan  issue. 
Union  members  who  are  of  Democrat 
conviction,  as  well  as  those  who  are  of 
^Republican  conviction,  are  being  abused 
jually  by  this  situation  where  union 
d^s  are  being  used  to  support  Candi¬ 
da^  which  the  individual  imion  mem¬ 
ber  ^rsonally  would  oppose. 

Going  beyond  the  matter  of  parties 
entirelAjthere  is  the  still  further  ques¬ 
tion  of  t^  appropriateness  of  an  eco¬ 
nomic  org^ization,  like  a  union,  being 
engaged  in’^litics  at  all.  Other  large 
economic  oxidizations,  such  as  corpo¬ 
rations,  havedeen  prevented — and  I 
think  rightly  sodfrom  engaging  in  such 
political  practice^  Substantial  studies 
of  undisputed  integdy  have  shown  that 
a  very  high  proportriBn  of  union  mem¬ 
bers  do  not  believe  th^the  union  ought 
to  engage  in  politics  at  sdl.  Study  after 
study  has  shown  that  ^^is  attitude  is 
widespread  throughout  tndcountry.  I 
do  not  intend  today  to  ^tail  these 
studies  and  what  they  show,  i^t  I  shall 
do  so  at  a  later  time.  Sufficed  say 
that  many  millions  of  Republicai^nion 
members  are  being  abused  and  the^  PO“ 
litical  rights  made  a  mockery  byVhis 
practice.  Equally  so,  many  million^f 
Democrat  union  members  are  being  com- 
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p^ed  to  support,  through  their  dues 
money,  candidates  in  Democrat  pri- 
marifc  whom  they  as  individual  voters 
oppo^at  the  polls.  Beyond  this  par¬ 
tisan  matter,  I  repeat,  stands  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  me  principle  involved  in  per¬ 
mitting  e^rmous  economic  aggregates 
to  transfor^ their  economic  power  into 
political  po^^  in  the  face  of  the  fact 
that  a  great  nmny  union  members  do 
not  believe  tharunfluencing  elections  is 
an  appropriate  activity  for  labor  union 
officials.  Yes,  many  union  members  of 
years  of  faithful  union  activity— men 
who  believe  completely  in  the  legitimate 
economic  aims  of  unWs — are,  at  the 
same  time,  profoundly  \onvinced  that 
their  organization  shouldNnot  be  trans¬ 
formed  into  a  politicalXinstrument. 
Several  weeks  ago  3  Michigan  men — 2  of 
them  members  in  good  standing  of  the 
same  union  which  has  just  b^n  given 
a  green  light  in  Detroit — came  Nall  the 
way  to  Washington  at  their  own  ewense 
to  appeal  for  help  against  this  pol^ical 
abuse. 

All  this  would  be  dangerous  enough' 
we  did  not  have  the  added  factor  of  com¬ 
pulsory  membership  in  unions.  But 
what  can  we  say  of  a  situation  in  a  State 
like  Michigan,  for  example,  where  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  wage  earners 
are  compelled  to  belong  to  unions  in  or¬ 
der  to  hold  a  job,  yet,  where  the  general 
union  dues,  at  the  same  time,  are  being 
used  to  support  candidates  for  Federal 
office  both  in  Federal  elections  and  in 
Federal  primaries.  What  can  we  say  of 
a  situation  where  a  man  must,  in  order 
to  hold  his  job,  pay,  through  his  union^ 
dues,  for  the  campaign  expenses  of  can-i 
didates  in  either  party  whom  he,  as 
individual,  would  oppose  at  the  polls. 

In  the  case  under  recent  consideraUon 
in  Michigan,  the  brief  presented  by  the 
politically  ambitious  union  ofmials 
agrees  that  the  present  law  dore  not 
protect  minorities  within  the  /union. 
I  submit,  if  such  is  the  case,  the  Iqw  ought 
to  be  changed. 

President  Eisenhower  has  iaid  only 
recently  that  “the  rights  of/minorities 
holding  differing  social,  ec^omic,  and 
political  views,  must  be  /scrupulously 
protected  and  their  views  accurately  re¬ 
flected.’’ 

The  junior  Senator  ^rom  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Curtis]  has  intrc/iuced  a  bill,  S. 
3074,  in  which  I  was  lyippy  to  join  him, 
the  purpose  of  whic^  is  to  protect  the 
wage  earner  in  his  p^itical  rights.  The 
recent  judicial  deciaon  in  Detroit  shows 
how  great  is  the  ne^  for  such  legislation. 

THE  PRESIDEl^’S  MESSAGE  ON  THE 

IMMIGRATION  AND  NATURALIZA¬ 
TION  ACT 

Mr.  LEIH&AN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  likejfo  inquire  whether  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  message  on  immigration  has  been 
read  to  t^  Senate. 

The  BTIESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Presid^t’s  message  has  not  been  read. 

JbEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
read  Ifrie  message,  which  has  been  dis¬ 
tributed  to  all  the  Members  of  the 
Sei^te.  There  are  many  important  sug¬ 
gestions  and  some  good  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  it. 


I  am  very  happy  that  the  PresideiA  in 
his  message  has  recognized  the  v^dity 
and  necessity  of  the  battle  which  i  have 
been  candying  on  for  so  many  years 
against  the  unfair  national  origi^  quota 
system.  In  his  message  the  /resident 
said: 

Experience  In  the  postwar  wafrld  demon¬ 
strates  that  the  present  nalfional-origlns 
method  of  admitting  aliens  n/eds  to  be  re¬ 
examined,  and  a  new  system  Adopted  which 
will  admit  aliens  within  all/wable  numbers 
according  to  new  guideline  and  standards. 

That  statement  recognizes  the  fact 
that  the  national'  orianis  quota  system 
must  be  discarded  arm  a  new  system  set 
up.  In  legislation  iiow  before  the  Con¬ 
gress,  I  have  proimsed  such  a  system 
which  I  believe  is^racticable,  humane, 
and  in  accord  wittf  the  democratic  tradi¬ 
tions  of  AmericO 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  a 
statement  whmh  I  have  prepared,  com¬ 
menting  on  /the  President’s  message, 
made  a  part  of  my  remarks  at  this  point. 

There  be^ig  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  jordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  m  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman 
s^I  am  rfad  to  welcome  President  Eisenhower 
In^  thf  ranks  of  those  seeking  a  really  sub- 
staMlm  revision  of  the  McCarran-Walter 
Act.'^is  recommendations  are  better  and 
mortf\;pmprehensive  than  I  had  expected. 
He  AasVome  a  considerable  way  down  the 
roM  I  anti  others  have  been  pointing  out  for 
tw  last  4  years. 

'l  regret.  Imwever,  that  he  has  taken  no 
fcognizance  ^^atever  of  the  discriminatory 
'features  of  theSMcCarran -Walter  Act  dealing 
with  citizenshl^and  the  invidious  distinc¬ 
tions  made  in  th\  law  between  native-born 
and  naturalized  cmzens. 

I  urge  and  lnvlte\he  President,  since  he 
has  come  this  far  Inyecognlzing  the  faults 
in  the  McCarran-WaliHf  Act,  to  come  the 
rest  of  the  way  with  tm^e  of  us  who  have 
been  urging  a  complete  overhaul  of  the  act. 

While  the  President  agrees  that  the  na¬ 
tional  origins  quota  systeiW  needs  to  be 
superseded — which  is  progress,  in  Itself — he 
recommends  only  that  the  matter  be  studied. 
It  has  been  studied  enough.  I  l^ve  a  pro¬ 
posal  to  replace  It  which  is  pern^tly  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  guide  marks  which  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  has  set  forth  in  mb  mes¬ 
sage.  I  think  the  pooling  of  unusedquotas 
is  a  palliative  which,  while  it  would  repre¬ 
sent  progress,  is  certainly  not  the  fl^i 
answer. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  any  one  of  the  Presl\ 
dent’s  recommendations.  I  just  thins  there 
should  be  more  of  them.  I  look  forward  to 
seeing  the  bill  which  I  assume  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  carry  out  the  President's  recom¬ 
mendations.  I  commend  to  the  President 
the  bill  which  I  and  15  others  have  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Senate,  which  is  thoroughly 
consistent  with  the  spirit  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  and  observations  made  by  him  in 
his  message  today. 

T" 
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EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  will  state  it. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Are  we  still  in  the 
^orning  hour? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
morning  hour  has  ended. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement 
which  is  applicable  at  this  time  will  be 
read. 

The  agreement  was  read,  as  follows; 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday, 
February  8, 1956,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  act,  H.  R.  7030.  to  amend 
and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  debate  on  any  amendment,  motion, 
or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table, 
shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  di¬ 
vided  and  controlled  by  the  mover  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion  and  the  majority 
leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such  amend¬ 
ment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposition 
thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minority 
leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by  him: 
Provided  further.  That  no  amendment  that  is 
not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  I  modify  my 
amendment,  and  I  send  the  modification 
to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment,  as  modified,  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  17, 
beginning  with  line  8,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  of  section  7  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  “For”  after  “(c) ’’ 
and  Inserting  In  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the 
calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graphs; 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  percent 
and  to  other  foreign  countries  4  percent  of 
the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which 
8,350,000  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount 
as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  sum  of  4,444,000  short  tons,  raw 
value,  and  the  quotas  established  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by 
prorating  to  Cuba  60  percent  and  to  other 
foreign  coimtrles  40  percent  of  the  amount 
of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
the  sum  of  8,350,000  short  tons  plus  the  in¬ 
crease  in  quotas  provided  for  in  subsection 
(a)  (2)  of  this  section. 

"For  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  for¬ 
eign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954 
were  less  than  1,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
a  proratlon  equal  to  its  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and,  second, 
by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  dur¬ 
ing  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  1,000 
nor  more  than  2,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
a  proration  of  3,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
and,  third,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such 
quota  to  such  foreign  countries  whose  aver¬ 
age  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  exceeded  2,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the 
years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each 
subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
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Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  for¬ 
eign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954 
were  less  than  1,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and, 
second,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such 
quota  among  the  remainder  of  such  coun¬ 
tries  on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  for  such  countries  pursuant  to  this 
section  for  the  calendar  year  1957.” 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  as¬ 
sign  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  whether  he 
does  not  believe  we  should  have  a 
quorum  call  before  he  proceeds,  in  view 
of  the  importance  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  have  no  objection, 
provided  the  time  for  the  quorum  call  is 
not  taken  out  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  that 
the  time  consumed  in  calling  the  quorum 
be  not  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Suppose  it  takes  30 
minutes  to  develop  a  quorum? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  time  would  not 
come  out  of  the  time  allotted  to  either 
side  on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  wish  to  have  it 
clear  in  my  mind.  As  I  understand,  the 
request  is  that  the  time  taken  in  calling 
the  roll  is  not  to  be  charged  to  either 
side.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  time  would  be 
charged  to  neither  side. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Suppose  it  takes  an 
hour  to  develop  a  quorum.  What  will 
the  situation  then  be? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  would 
have  just  as  much  time  to  speak  then 
as  he  would  have  had  without  a  quorum 
call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  would  still  have  30  minutes  on 
his  side. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Even  though  it 
might  take  2  hours  to  develop  a  quorum, 
would  each  side  still  have  30  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  With  that  under¬ 
standing,  I  have  no  objection  to  a  quo¬ 
rum  call. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  sec¬ 
retary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll  and  the 
following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Capehart 

Ellender 

Allott 

Carlson 

Ervin 

Anderson 

Case,  N.  J. 

Flanders 

Barkley 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Frear 

Barrett 

Chavez 

Fulbrlght 

Beall 

Clements 

George 

Bender 

cotton 

Goldwater 

Bennett 

Curtis 

Gore 

Bible 

Daniel 

Green 

Brlcker 

Dirksen 

Hayden 

Bridges 

Douglas 

Hennings 

Bush 

Duff 

Hickenlooper 

Butler 

Dworshak 

Hill 

Byrd 

Eastland 

Holland 

Hruska 

Martin,  Iowa 

Saltonstall 

Humphrey 

Martin,  Pa. 

Schoeppel 

Ives 

McCarthy 

Scott 

Jackson 

McClellan 

Smathers 

Jenner 

McNamara 

Smith,  Maine 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Monroney 

Sparkman 

Kennedy 

Morse 

Stennis 

Kerr 

Mundt 

Symington 

Kilgore 

Murray 

Thurmond 

Knowland 

Neely 

Thye 

Kuchel 

Neuberger 

Watkins 

Danger 

O’Mahoney 

Welker 

Lehman 

Pastore 

Wiley 

Long 

Payne 

Williams 

Magnuson 

Potter 

Young 

Malone 

Kobertson 

Mansfield 

Russell 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  Senate  from  In¬ 
diana  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  is  recommended  by 
the  administration  as  being  a  fair  and 
equitable  way  of  handling  the  situation. 
The  amendment  differs  from  the  so- 
called  Smathers  bill  or  the  bill  reported 
by  the  committee  only  in  respect  to  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  whereby  Cuba  is  given 
a  quota  of  33.8  percent  of  the  increased 
usage  of  sugar  in  the  future.  None  of  the 
proposals  changes  the  amount  of  sugar 
w'hich  Cuba  will  export  to  the  United 
States,  according  to  the  basic  concep¬ 
tion  which  has  existed  for  many  years. 
They  have  to  do  only  with  the  increased 
sugar  usage  in  the  future. 

The  bill  we  are  amending  calls  for  a 
quota  of  33.8  percent  to  Cuba.  The  bill 
which  was  passed  by  the  House  gives 
Cuba  25  percent.  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Green]  and  me  would  give  Cuba  27 
percent,  or  2  percent  more  than  the 
House  gave. 

We  would  take  6.8  percent,  which  is  the 
difference  between  27  percent  and  33.8 
percent,  and  allocate  it  among  all  the 
other  nations.  Under  the  amendment 
the  small  nations — the  4  or  5  nations 
which  have  been  selling  only  1,000 
or  2,000  tons  a  year — would  automatic¬ 
ally  be  allotted  3,000  tons.  All  the  other 
nations  would  then  be  given  a  quota 
based  upon  their  historical  quotas  or 
shipments  in  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953, 
and  1954. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  of  the  administration  itself, 
this  is  a  fair  and  equitable  way  to  pro¬ 
ceed,  because  it  will  treat  every  nation 
on  an  equal  basis.  The  nations  which 
have  had  an  allotment  of  about  1,000 
tons  will  each  be  allotted  3,000  tons. 
That  would  be  fair  and  equitable,  accord¬ 
ing  to  those  who  are  in  a  better  posi¬ 
tion  to  understand  the  workings  of  the 
situation  than  we  in  the  Senate  are. 
They  are  dealing  with  the  problem  every 
day,  and  they  are  negotiating  with  the 
exporting  countries  not  only  with  respect 
to  sugar  but  with  respect  to  many  other 
commodities.  In  their  opinion,  this  is 
the  best  and  most  equitable  way  in  which 
to  proceed. 

I  stress  the  point  that  we  are  taking 
away  from  Cuba  nothing  that  Cuba  had 
in  the  past.  Cuba  will  still  continue 
to  receive  an  allotment  of  approximately 
96  percent  of  all  our  sugar  imports. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 


Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Cuba  has  today  96 
percent  of  the  tonnage  necessary  to  meet 
the  increased  consumption  caused  by  the 
growth  in  population,  but  not  96  percent 
of  the  total  imports.  Cuba’s  percentage 
of  the  total  imports  is  about  33  percent, 
including  the  96  percent  of  the  growth 
she  has  had  since  1948. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Under  the  formula 
contained  in  the  amendment,  what  will 
be  the  reduction  for  Mexico? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  reduction  for 
Mexico  will  be  to  approximately  1.9  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  would  that 
amount  to  in  tons? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield,  so  that 
I  may  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  want  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Indiana  to  answer. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  do  not  think  I 
have  that  information  at  hand. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  bill  itself, 
as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance,  provide  for  4  percent;  and  under 
the  Senator’s  formula,  would  it  not  be 
reduced  to  1.9  percent? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  bill  I  am  trying 
to  amend  gave  Mexico  4  percent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Ihider  my  proposal, 
Mexico  would  be  given  1.9  percent.  But 
it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  1.9 
percent  is  more  than  Mexico  received  in 
the  past.  It  is  more  than  they  have  been 
exporting  to  the  United  States.  But  even 
that  amount  would  be  according  to  the 
historical  shipments  during  the  past 
years.  In  other  words,  we  would  be 
treating  Mexico  exactly  the  same  as  we 
would  treat  Peru. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If,  as  the  State  De¬ 
partment  representatives  say,  the  allot¬ 
ments  have  been  inequitable,  why  should 
they  have  been  inequitable? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Under  my  amend¬ 
ment,  we  shall  be  treating  Mexico  exact¬ 
ly  the  same  as  we  would  treat  Peru. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  additional  minutes. 

Peru  and  the  other  countries  are  be¬ 
ing  treated  on  the  same  basis  as  Mexico 
is  treated.  They  are  being  treated  the 
same,  percentagewise,  using  the  same 
historic  formula. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  complaining 
about  the  historic  formula.  ’The  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  State  Department  would 
like  to  have  that  formula  forgetting  all 
the  so-called  good  will  and  the  sermon¬ 
izing  about  how  much  we  love  Latin 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Why  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  want  to  increase 
Mexico’s  quota  and  decrease  Peru’s 
quota? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  want  to  de¬ 
crease  Peru’s  quota. 
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Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  what  the 
bill  from  the  Finance  Committee  does. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  think  it  does. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  certainly  does. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  bill  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  gives  Peru  a  pretty  good  part  of 
what  is  contained  in  the  bill.  From  1.4 
percent  for  Peru,  it  was  raised  to  4  per¬ 
cent.  The  Dominican  Republic  had  an 
increase  from  1  to  2  percent. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  According  to  the 
State  Department  and  the  administra¬ 
tion,  my  amendment  represents  the 
historic  and  fair  and  practical  way  to 
do  it.  The  Senator  understands  that 
there  are  only  so  many  tons  allowed  in 
the  quotas.  If  the  quotas  of  some  coun¬ 
tries  are  raised  more  than  those  of  others, 
then  some  tonnage  is  going  to  be  taken 
away  from  those  whose  quotas  are  not 
raised. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  disagree  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  knows  what  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  ofiQcials  are  trying  to  do  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration  by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  ask  a  question, 
because  either  I  misunderstood  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  or  he  is  wrong,  or  I  am  wrong 
about  what  is  in  the  bill.  I  understood 
the  Senator  to  say  that  under  his  amend¬ 
ment  Cuba  would  continue  to  get  what 
she  has  been  getting,  96  percent  of  the 
increase.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  IVe  do  not  change 
the  past  historic  arrangement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bible  in  the  chair).  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

We  are  talking  about  only  increased 
usage  of  sugar  in  the  United  States  in 
years  to  come.  The  House  gave  Cuba 
25  percent.  My  amendment  would  give 
Cuba  27  percent.  The  bill  which  we  are 
attempting  to  amend  would  give  Cuba 
33.8  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  Cuba  has  had  96  percent, 
and  the  Finance  Committee  bill  would 
reduce  it  to  a  little  more  than  33  per¬ 
cent. 

I  also  understood  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  to  say  that  under  his  amend¬ 
ment  Mexico  would  continue  to  get  what 
she  has  been  getting,  and  Peru  would 
continue  to  get  what  she  has  been  get¬ 
ting.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Percentagewise,  I 
think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Peru  would  get  8.9  per¬ 
cent  under  the  Senator’s  amendment; 
would  she  not? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Peru  would  get  how 
much? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Eight  and  three- 
tenths  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  that  correct;  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  My  amendment 
would  give  Cuba  27  percent.  Foreign  na¬ 
tions  are  to  get  45  percent.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  grant  CMba  27  percent  and 
all  the  other  nations  18  percent,  and  that 
18  percent,  according  to  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  except  as  regards  small  na¬ 
tions  which  will  automatically  get  3,000 
tons,  will  be  divided  up  in  proportion 


to  the  percentage  of  sugar  which  they 
have  been  shipping  into  this  coimtry 
over  the  period  1951  to  1954. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  wish  to  get  into 
an  argument  with  the  Senator;  I  was 
merely  trying  to  get  the  Record  clear. 
I  helped  write  the  bill  in  committee. 
Either  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  it,  or 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  is  mistaken 
as  to  what  is  in  it.  I  know  he  does  not 
want  to  leave  the  discussion  on  that 
basis. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  want  to  be  per¬ 
fectly  fair.  If  I  am  in  error,  I  hope 
someone  will  correct  me. 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  the  present  law, 
Peru  and  other  nations  in  a  similar  posi¬ 
tion  receive  4  percent  of  the  increase, 
because  Cuba  is  getting  96  percent  of 
the  increase  and  the  rest  of  the  nations 
4  percent. 

Mr.  CAPETIART.  In  the  first  place, 
the  foreign  nations  receive  45  percent. 
We  are  dividing  up  only  the  45  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  is  talking  about  the  bill  before  the 
Senate,  and  I  am  talking  about  the  exist¬ 
ing  law. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Cuba  receives  96 
percent  of  the  increase  since  1948. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  the  existing  law. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  the  committee 
version,  Mexico’s  quota  was  raised  from 
1.9  to  4  percent.  What  was  Peru  given 
under  the  bill? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  committee 
moved  Peru’s  quota  from  1.9  percent  up 
to  4  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  was  raised  to  4  per¬ 
cent.  How  much  of  an  increase  did  Mex¬ 
ico  receive? 

Mr.  SMLATHERS.  Mexico’s  quota  was 
raised  from  1.9  to  4  percent.  Peru  and 
Mexico  would  nov/  receive  the  same. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  bill  would  give  Peru 
and  Mexico  not  only  the  same  amount 
each  has  been  receiving,  but  each  of 
them  would  get  an  equal  amount  of  the 
increase. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  amendment  I 
have  just  offered  would  give  the  domestic 
growers  55  percent,  and  would  give  Cuba 
27  percent,  the  Dominican  Republic  4.9 
percent,  Mexico  1.9  percent,  Peru  8.4 
percent,  and  all  others  2.8  percent.  The 
bill  we  are  seeking  to  amend  gives  do¬ 
mestic  growers  55  percent,  C^iba  33.8  per¬ 
cent,  the  Dominican  Republic  2  percent, 
Mexico  4  percent,  Peru  4  percent,  and 
all  others  1.2  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  rThat  is  the  point  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  was  trying  to 
make  clear.  The  Finance  Committee,  in 
writing  the  bill,  gave  Peru  and  Mexico 
the  same  amount.  Under  the  amend- 
inent  offered  by  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana,  we  would  give  Peni  four  times  as 
much  as  we  would  give  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 
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Mr.  jCAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

In  answer  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  I  say  the  reason  for  that  is  that 
Peru  has  been  shipping  that  much  more 
sugar  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  Regardless  of  the  reason, 
that  is  a  fact, 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  We  are  trying  to  be 
fair  and  to  treat  all  nations  alike  by 
permitting  them  to  ship  sugar  to  the 
United  States  in  the  same  percentage 
they  had  enjoyed  historically  in  the  past. 
Why  anyone  should  object  to  that  policy, 
I  cannot  imagine. 

Mr.  KERR.  Cuba  has  been  getting 
96  percent,  and  the  Senator  is  proposing 
to  give  her  27  percent,  so  how  could  it 
be  said  that  she  is  being  treated  the 
same  as  before? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Perhaps  I  should 
have  said  that  all  countries  except  Cuba 
were  being  treated  the  same.  Much  as 
I  admire  and  like  Cuba,  I  do  not  think 
w'e  should  legislate  for  only  one  nation’s 
sake,  because  a  number  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  nations  are  involved,  and  one  is  as 
important  as  the  other. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  in  his  latter  statement, 
but  I  do  not  think  the  first  part  of  his 
statement  is  correct  when  Peru  is  being 
given  better  treatment  than  Mexico. 

Mr.  CAPEHART,  They  are  being 
treated  exactly  alike,  percentagewise. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  believe  I  can  help  the 
Senator  clear  up  the  confusion  over  the 
figures  to  which  he  has  referred.  Start¬ 
ing  back  in  1948,  just  after  the  war,  Cuba 
at  that  time  had  been  receiving  27  per¬ 
cent  of  the  sugar*market  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  what  she  was  getting 
in  1948.  But  there  were  deficits  as  of 
that  time.  We  had  certain  obligations 
with  regard  to  Cuba  left  over  from  the 
war,  so  we  agreed  that  for  the  next  8 
years  Cuba  would  get  96  percent  of  all 
the  increases  there  would  be  in  the  quota 
for  all  foreign  nations,  arising  from  in¬ 
creased  consumption  in  the  United 
States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG.  Cuba  got  a  quota  of  96 
percent  of  all  the  increases  in  imports 
due  to  increases  in  domestic  consump¬ 
tion  for  8  years.  At  the  end  of  8  years, 
her  quota  of  27  percent  of  our  market 
had  increased  to  33  percent.  The  State 
Department  now  says  we  have  met  our 
obligation  to  Cuba  in  that  regard,  and 
now  desires  to  return  to  the  historic  for¬ 
mula  we  followed  in  1948,  under  which 
Cuba  had  been  receivirig  27  percent. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Which  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  favors. 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  what  the  Senator 
is  recommending.  I  shall  vote  for  it. 
The  State  Department  has  said  that  if 
we  start  horse  trading  and  playing  one 
country  against  the  other,  we  will  have 
all  enemies  and  no  friends,  that  the  best 
course  is  to  take  a  formula  which  it  can 
be  agreed  is  fair  and  in  accordance  with 
our  historic  usage  of  sugar. 
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Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  able  Senator 
from  Louisiana  is  correct.  I  believe  he 
is  a  member  of  the  Finance  Committee. 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana,  I  wish  to  say  that 
we  are  making  an  enemy  of  our  closest 
neighbor.  The  activities  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  House  in  New  Orleans  will  be 
futile  if  the  proposal  now  made  shall  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  13  minutes  re¬ 
maining.  The  opposition  has  the  full 
30  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFTCER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Before  the  debate  on 
this  amendment  is  over,  I  should  hke  to 
have  at  least  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
see  that  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
does. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  In  fact,  I  might  want 
1  or  2  minutes  more,  if  available. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  as  has  been  evidenced 
already  this  afternoon,  there  is  some 
confusion  in  respect  to  the  bill  and  par¬ 
ticularly  to  the  45  percent  of  the  in¬ 
creased  consumption  of  sugar  which  goes 
to  the  so-called  offshore  countries. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  Senate,  I  may 
say  that  the  Finance  Committee  wrestled 
with  this  particular  problem,  just  as  the 
Senate  has  done  today.  However,  the 
Finance  Committee  wrestled  with  it  for 
several  days.  The  committee  heard  all 
the  testimony  given  by  the  various  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  various  coimtries. 
After  hearing  all  the  testimony  and  lis¬ 
tening  to  all  the  arguments,  and  after 
having  had  the  matter  explained  by  the 
representatives  of  the  various  countries, 
who  pointed  out  what  the  proposal  would 
do  to  the  respective  economies  of  their 
coimtries  if  their  quotas  were  shifted 
either  up  or  down,  the  committee  finally 
voted  for  what  we  now  call  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill.  The  Senator  from  Indiana  is 
now  trying  to  change  the  bill  by  means 
of  his  amendment,  as  modified. 

What  the  committee  bill  did  was  to 
give  every  full-duty  country  an  increase 
in  its  quota  of  sugar  shipped  into  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  for  a 
correction? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  committee  voted 
for  the  bill  which  was  reported,  and  the 
committee  voted  against  what  we  call  the 
committee  print.  That  is  the  action 
which  was  taken  by  the  committee. 
However,  the  Senator  from  Florida  just 
said  that  the  committee  finally  voted 
for  the  committee  print.  He  meant  to 
say,  I  am  sure,  that  the  committee  re¬ 


jected  the  committee  print,  and  voted  to 
report  a  different  bill. 

R&.  SMATHERS.  I  accept  that  cor¬ 
rection;  the  Senator  from  Utah  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  the  measure  before  the 
Senate  today,  providing  for  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  45  percent  to  offshore  countries 
is  the  one  which  we  would  like  to  have 
passed,  because  it  is  the  bill  for  which 
the  committee  voted  after  much  delib¬ 
eration  of  the  many  problems  involved. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  P*resident,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  for  a 
moment  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  first 
I  should  like  to  finish  my  preliminary 
statement,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

We  attempted  to  give  to  every  one  of 
these  countries  an  increase  in  its  quota; 
and  that  is  what  we  have  done. 

Under  the  present  law,  Cuba  was  re¬ 
ceiving  96  percent  of  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption.  Under  the  bill  before  us'  we 
reduced  her  quota  all  the  way  down  to 
33.8  percent.  This  is  certainly  a  sizable 
reduction.  Six  years  from  today  the 
change  will  cost  Cuba  approximately 
618,000  tons.  But  that  is  done  in  order 
to  be  fair.  So,  Mr.  President,  instead 
of  leaving  Cuba’s  quota  at  27  percent, 
as  had  originally  been  recommended  in 
what  we  call  the  Bennett  committee 
print,  we  increased  Cuba’s  quota  to  33.8 
percent.  However,  let  it  be  remembered 
that  Cuba’s  quota  of  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  still  is  being  cut  from  96  per¬ 
cent  to  33  percent. 

Under  the  present  act,  Peru  is  receiv¬ 
ing  a  quota  of  1.9  percent  of  our  in¬ 
creased  consumption.  In  the  bill,  that 
quota  is  increased  to  4  percent.  In 
other  words,  we  have  increased  Peru’s 
quota  a  little  more  than  two  times;  but 
we  must  remember  that  Peru  had  her 
quota  tripled  as  recently  as  1953. 

We  are  asked,  “Why  should  we  do  any 
more  for  Peru?”  Very  frankly,  Mr. 
President,  Peru  is  a  fine  country,  as  I 
think  all  of  us  recognize.  Peru  has  a 
diversified  economy.  Her  economy  is 
not  a  one-crop  economy,  as  in  the  case 
of  Cuba;  but,  on  the  contrary,  Peru  has 
petroleum  and  other  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  besides  the  production  of  sugar. 
Let  us  also  remember,  as  we  act  to  in¬ 
crease  Peru’s  quota  for  the  shipment  of 
sugar  into  the  United  States,  that  today 
Peru  does  not  have  a  surplus,  and  does 
not  have  lying  fallow  ground  which 
previously  was  used  for  the  production 
of  sugar.  Inasmuch  as  the  Peruvian 
share  was  tripled  as  recently  as  1953, 
the  proposed  allocation  to  Peru  under 
the  bill  before  us  will  be  6  times  larger 
in  1957  than  it  was  in  1952.  Unlike 
Cuba,  which  is  today  carr5dng  a  tremen¬ 
dous  sugar  surplus  of  1,400,000  tons, 
Peru’s  exports  of  sugar  have  been  the 
greatest  on  record  in  volume  and  value, 
according  to  an  official  report  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce. 
In  fact  Peru  is  at  the  present  time  en¬ 
joying  a  period  of  record  prosperity. 
Under  the  bill  Peru  is  treated  justly  and 
fairly.  It  is  impracticable  to  justify  an 
even  bigger  share  as  proposed  in  the 
Capehart  amendment. 

Let  us  also  remember  that  Peru  is  ap¬ 
proximately  4,000  nautical  miles  from 
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the  United  States.  So  if  we  ever  become 
involved  in  a  conflict,  we  carmot  say — as 
we  can  say  as  regards  Mexico  and  Cuba — 
that  Peru  is  close  enough  to  our  shores 
so  as  really  to  do  us  some  good  in  an 
emergency. 

Any  further  increase  in  the  Peruvian 
share  of  the  annually  growing  American 
market  would  only  serve  to  stimulate 
construction  of  new  or  expanded  sugar 
producing  facilities  in  Peru,  which  has 
no  sugar  surplus,  at  the  very  time  when 
there  is  a  large  world  surplus.  This  un¬ 
questionably  would  be  especially  harmful 
to  Cuba,  which  is  presently  suffering 
from  a  severe  cut  in  sugar  production 
and  widespread  unemployment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  will  the  Senator  from  Florida 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
during  the  last  war  we  did  not  have  to 
worry  about  the  submarine  menace,  inso¬ 
far  as  obtaining  supplies  of  sugar  was 
concerned,  because  we  could  bring  sugar 
from  Cuba  to  the  United  States? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  That  is  correct.  I 
hope  that  during  the  debate  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  tell  us  about  his 
experiences  as  Secretary  of  Agidculture, 
when  he  had  to  ask  Cuba  to  increase  her 
sugar  production  in  order  that  American 
housewives  would  have  sufficient  sugar 
for  the  canning  of  peaches  and  other 
fruits  and  commodities. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

MFr.  CAPEHART.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  House  committee  and  the  House 
as  a  whole  had  before  them  exactly  the 
facts  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  stat¬ 
ed,  but  their  conclusion  was  that  the 
quota  for  Cuba  should  be  25  percent — 
not  the  27  percent  called  for  by  my 
amendment,  and  not  33.8  percent,  but 
25  percent — and  is  it  not  a  further  fact 
that  the  House  committee  heard  from 
the  same  witnesses  and  had  before  it  the 
same  facts  and  the  same  figures  that  our 
Finance  Committee  has  had  before  it? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  two 
wrongs  obviously  do  not  make  a  right. 
But  the  Finance  Committee  heard  all  the 
testimony  and,  after  due  deliberation, 
finally  reported  a  bill  which  provides  for 
what  I  regard  as  a  very  fair  proportion 
of  distribution  for  all  these  coimtries. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Finance  Committee 
even  had  before  it  the  action  of  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  did 
it  not?  _ 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  It  certainly  did, 
and  it  decided  that  it  should  be  amended. 

With  respect  to  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public,  the  present  act  gives  her  a  quota 
of  1  percent.  In  the  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee’s  bill,  that  quota  is  increased  to  2 
percent — in  other  words,  an  increase  of 
100  percent. 

In  the  case  of  Mexico,  which  under  the 
present  act  has  a  quota  of  only  0.4  per¬ 
cent,  the  committee  voted  to  increase  her 
quota  to  4  percent.  The  committee  did 
so  because  today  Mexico,  among  all  the 
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Latin  American  countries,  is  the  second 
largest  sugar  producer  at  the  moment. 
Moreover,  Mexico  is  the  third  best  cus¬ 
tomer  ot  the  United  States.  In  1954 
Mexico’s  unfavorable  balance  of  trade 
with  the  United  States  amounted  to  ap¬ 
proximately  $300  million.  The  Senator 
from  Utah  does  not  hke  to  agree  with 
me  as  to  that;  but  I  checked  it  this  morn¬ 
ing  with  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
and  again  they  say  that  is  the  fact. 

In  any  event,  Mexico  is  our  third  best 
customer,  and  is  the  nearest  sugar-pro- 
during  country  to  the  United  States.  So 
we  believe  that  Mexico  has  some  basis 
for  requesting  a  quota  of  somewhat  more 
than  0.4  percent,  and  for  requesting  a 
quota  at  least  as  large  as  that  of  Peru. 
Mexico  is  the  second  largest  sugar  pro¬ 
ducer  of  all  of  the  Latin  American  coim- 
tries.  Her  production  among  them  is 
exceeded  only  by  that  of  Cuba.  In  the 
event  of  a  catastrophe  or  war — which  we 
hope  we  shall  not  experience — the  United 
States  will  have  close  to  her  sugar 
producing  countries  on  which  she  can 
rely.  The  committee  considered  aU  of 
these  factors  and  in  setting  Mexico’s 
share  at  4  percent  of  the  increased  con¬ 
sumption  has  in  my  opinion  dealt  fairly 
with  the  situation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  correct  to  say 
that  Mexico  is  the  only  one  of  the  sugar 
producing  countries  that  is  contiguous 
to  us  and  does  not  have  to  depend  upon 
shipments  by  water?  For  instance,  in 
the  case  of  Peru,  water  shipments  of 
more  than  4,000  miles  are  required. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Of  course,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  correct. 

In  regard  to  Cuba,  let  me  say  that  I 
think  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  will  in  a  moment 
be  able  to  teU  the  Senate  more  than  I 
can  tell  it  about  our  obligation  to  Cuba. 
I  can  merely  say  that  Cuba  was  receiv¬ 
ing  96  percent  of  our  increased  consump¬ 
tion.  She  is  the  only  country  whose 
quota  will  be  reduced  at  all  by  the  bill. 
Every  other  country  will  receive  a  sizable 
increase  in  quota;  Cuba  is  the  only  one 
whose  quota  is  being  reduced. 

As  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  the  Sugar 
Act  is  a  complicated  piece  of  legislation. 
The  committee’s  bill  for  amending  and 
extending  the  act  is  necessarily  also 
complicated.  It,  after  careful  consid¬ 
eration,  reported  out  a  bill,  which  is  fair 
and  equitable  to  aU  areas  supplying  the 
United  States  with  sugar  as  anything 
which  could  be  devised,  which  would  be 
consistent  with  the  sugar  policy  of  the 
Umted  States,  established  and  main¬ 
tained  for  over  20  years,  and  our  overall 
national  interest.  It  provides  for  a  very 
substantial  participation  by  our  own 
domestic  Industry  in  the  increases  in 
consmnption  in  the  United  States,  which 
will  result  from  the  continuing  growth 
of  our  population.  The  fairness  and 
wisdom  of  the  approach  to  a  very  diffi- 
cult  problem,  I  submit,  is  amply  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  unqualified  endorsement 
which  has  been  given  the  bill  by  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senators  on  both  sides  of  the 
isle.  I  urge  the  Senate  to  defeat  the 
Capehart  amendment  and  sustain  the 
considered  action  of  the  Senate  Finance 


Committee  by  supporting  the  bill  as  re¬ 
port  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Until  1948,  Cuba 
had  a  quota  of  only  27  percent;  but  now 
the  committee  proposes  that  Cuba’s 
quota  be  restored  to  what  it  was  before 
she  got  the  subsequent  increase  in  her 
sugar  quota. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  would  appreciate 
it  if  the  Senator  would  check  with  the 
Department  experts  who  are  seated  in 
the  Chamber,  in  order  that  they  may 
give  him  the  facts  and  figures  accu¬ 
rately. 

Today  Cuba  has  a  surplus  of  about 
1,400,000  tons  of  sugar.  She  is  the  only 
country  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  ex¬ 
cept  the  United  States,  which  has  a  sur¬ 
plus.  At  the  present  time  she  has 
500,000  people  unemployed.  At  the 
present  time  she  has  a  deficit  of  some 
$676  million.  Ninety  percent  of  the 
money  which  we  pay  to  her  for  sugar 
comes  back  to  the  United  States  to  be 
spent  here.  Cuba  is  our  fifth  best  cus¬ 
tomer. 

Cuba  is  also  one  of  the  countries  which 
have  joined  in  the  international  sugar 
agreement.  All  those  countries  work 
together  to  reduce  the  surplus.  Peru 
has  not  seen  fit  to  do  so.  So  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  recommendation  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  the  fairest  compromise  which 
could  be  made.  The  committee  delib¬ 
erated  over  this  particular  problem  for 
a  long  time.  It  considered  what  was  the 
fair  thing  to  do.  I  can  assure  Senators 
that  the  bill  in  its  present  form  is  the 
result  of  very  careful  consideration  of 
the  testimony  which  was  given  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  all  the  interests  involved. 
We  believe  that  it  is  the  fairest  com¬ 
promise  which  could  be  made  in  a  very 
delicate  situation  in  which  we  hope  not 
to  offend  the  heads  of  any  of  our  good 
neighbors  in  Latin  America. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Indiana  wish 
to  yield  back  his  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  shall  be  very 
happy  to  yield  back  all  my  remaining 
time  if  the  other  side  will  yield  back  its 
time. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
day  or  two  ago  I  tried  to  say  that  I  am 
very  much  interested  in  trying  to  do 
simple  justice  to  a  people  who  did  a 
very  fine  job  for  us.  I  have  been  great¬ 
ly  interested  in  the  fact  that  again  we 
are  here  fighting  the  battle  for  Cuba. 

Everyone  learned,  during  World  War 
n,  that  because  of  the  geographical  lo¬ 
cation  of  Cuba  we  could  quickly  call 
upon  her  to  expand  her  sugar  produc¬ 
tion,  and  allow  certain  areas  in  the 
United  States  to  produce  other  types  of 
food  needed  by  the  Armed  Forces. 
There  can  be  no  argument  on  that  score. 
The  records  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  are  full  and  complete.  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  not  adopt  the  Capehart 
amendment  and  strike  again  at  the  peo¬ 
ple  to  whom  we  had  to  turn. 
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The  other  day  I  presented  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  chart  which  I  constructed  at 
the  time  I  was  dealing  with  the  Cubans 
and  trying  to  buy  their  sugar.  I  was 
trying  to  find  out  what  they  had  done 
during  the  period  of  the  war.  The  record 
is  clear.  The  black  segment  at  the  top 
represents  the  production  which  came 
from  the  Philippines.  When,  because  of 
the  attack  on  the  Philippines,  they  were 
entirely  cut  off  from  supplying  sugar  to 
the  United  States,  the  supply  came  from 
Cuba. 

Someone  may  ask  why  sugar  produc¬ 
tion  could  not  have  been  expanded  in 
certain  areas  in  the  United  States.  We 
were  calling  upon  the  American  farm¬ 
er  for  an  increased  supply  of  food  and 
fiber.  We  were  not  going  to  ask  him 
to  produce  something  which  could  be  ad¬ 
vantageously  produced  in  a  neighbor¬ 
ing  friendly  country. 

Because  of  the  short  distance  between 
Cuba  and  the  United  States,  there  was 
r.o  danger.  There  were  submarines  on 
the  eastern  shore,  but  so  far  as  I  know, 
we  did  not  lose  a  single  cargo  of  sugar. 
We  might  have  lost  a  small  shipment  or 
two,  but  the  submarine  menace  did  not 
succeed  in  stopping  the  fiow  of  sugar  to 
the  United  States. 

When  the  Military  Establishment  and 
the  Ofiace  of  Production  Management 
had  not  been  able  to  obtain  the  black¬ 
strap  molasses  and  the  alcohol  they 
needed,  and  when  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  had  been  ne¬ 
gotiating  with  Cuba  for  more  than  12 
months  in  an  effort  to  obtain  two  crops 
of  Cuban  sugar,  and  those  negotiations 
had  failed,  it  was  my  privilege  to  go  to 
Cuba  and  meet  with  the  President  of 
Cuba  and  with  representatives  of  the 
Cuban  producers,  and  to  plead  with 
them  to  stand  by  their  friend.  At  the 
suggestion  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  his  Cabinet,  and  representatives 
of  large  industries  in  the  United  States, 
I  said  to  them  that  if  Cuba  would  stay 
with  us  during  the  period  of  the  war, 
we  would  never  forget  it.  That  is,  we 
would  never  forget  it  imtil  we  got  ready 
to  pass  another  bill  and  give  the  busi¬ 
ness  to  Peru.  I  am  not  ready  to  do  that. 

The  Cuban  Government  turned  over  to 
the  United  States  two  entire  crops  of 
sugar.  I  had  not  intended  to  refer  to 
this  fact,  but  the  Cubans  turned  over 
the  sugar  at  a  price  of  slightly  more 
than  4  cents.  At  that  time  there  was 
Peruvian  sugar  floating  in  what  might 
be  called  the  black  market.  I  was 
Chairman  of  the  Food  Board  at  that 
time.  We  could  not  get  our  hands  on 
Peruvian  sugar,  because  the  world  mar¬ 
ket  price  was  sufficiently  high  so  that  it 
flowed  out  at  higher  prices. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  have  an 
obligation  to  stand  by  a  country  which 
stood  by  us  and  fm'nished  sugar  for 
American  housewives  in  a  time  of  emer¬ 
gency.  We  should  not  turn  away  from 
that  country  and  say.  “We  do  not  re¬ 
member  you  any  more.”  I  do  not  t.hink 
it  is  right.  I  would  be  disappointed  if 
the  Congress  were  to  taJce  the  position 
of  sasdng  to  Cuba,  which  once  made  her 
production  freely  available  to  us,  which 
expanded  its  plant,  and  which  now  is 
forced  to  realize  that  it  has  a  surplus  in 
excess  of  requirements,  “We  are  going 
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to  cut  your  allotment  further.  We  re¬ 
membered  you  for  a  few  years.  If  we 
ever  need  you  again,  we  will  make  a  new 
set  of  promises  to  you,  but  those  promises 
will  also  be  forgotten.” 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  any 
representative  of  the  Cuban  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  has  come  to  call  upon  me.  I 
regard  that  as  a  compliment,  because  it 
is  an  indication  that  they  feel  that  they 
do  not  need  to  remind  me  of  what  took 
place. 

At  the  time  the  effort  was  made  to 
buy  Cuban  sugar,  all  kinds  of  influences 
were  trying  to  make  Cuba  hold  it  away 
from  the  United  States.  Cuba  did  not 
yield  to  such  influences.  We  called  upon 
Cuba,  and  Cuba  said,  “We  will  give  it 
t9  you.  You  have  been  our  good  friend.” 

Let  us  remember  that  every  dollar 
we  turn  over  to  Cuba  for  sugar  comes 
back  to  the  United  States  for  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  They  buy  wheat,  rice, 
and  other  products.  If  we  are  not  ready 
to  deal  with  them,  I  think  we  are  very 
shortsighted,  at  a  time  when  .we  have  a 
surplus  of  agricultural  commodities. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  have  1  minute  more? 

Mr.  SMASHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  of  our  sister  Republic  to  the  south, 
which  has  developed  a^great  many  agri¬ 
cultural  products.  Not  only  is  Mexico 
contiguous,  but  it  has  been,  and  remains, 
our  very  stanch  friend.  I  would  be  dis¬ 
appointed,  indeed,  if  the  Senate  were  to 
forget  that  fact  when  we  are  dealing 
with  sugar  quotas. 

I  am  not  trying  to  cut  down  the  mar¬ 
ket  of  a  single  American  producer.  I  do 
not  intend  that  the  market  of  a  farmer 
in  a  single  State  shall  be  cut  down.  But 
there  is  such  a  thing  as  living  up  to  our 
commitments.  When  we  brought  those 
millions  of  tons  of  sugar  into  the  United 
States  from  Cuba  there  was  not  a  single 
Senator  who  did  not  believe  that  we 
should  remember  our  obligation  to  Cuba. 
I  hope  we  will  remember  it  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
expired. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  has  13  minutes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  How  much  has  the 
Senator  from  Florida? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  13  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Barkley], 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
entire  question  of  sugar  is  so  complicated 
that  no  one  who  is  not  an  expert  on 
sugar  can  speak  about  it  with  any  degree 
of  authority. 

I  am  confronted  with  2  or  3  alterna¬ 
tives,  as  I  suppose  most  other  Senators 
are.  The  House  passed  a  bill  which  re¬ 


duced  the  quota  of  Cuba  with  respect 
to  increased  importations  in  the  future. 
It  has  no  effect  on  the  present  law,  but 
with  respect  to  the  increase  in  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  in  the  United  States, 
Cuba  is  reduced  from  96  to  25  percent 
in  the  House  bill. 

The  so-called  committee  print,  which 
was  largely  prepared  by  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  representatives  of  the  various 
departments,  provided  for  a  reduction 
from  96  to  27  percent. 

The  amendment  which  was  adopted 
by  the  committee,  and  which  had  been 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  provided  for  a  reduction  of 
Cuban  quotas  from  96  to  33  percent,  and 
also  redistributed  the  quotas  for  other 
importers  of  sugar  into  the  United 
States. 

When  that  amendment  was  offered  in 
committee,  I  listened  to  the  arguments 
for  and  against  it.  I  had  to  leave  the 
committee  before  a  vote  was  taken.  I 
left  my  vote  with  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  to 
vote  for  the  Smathers  amendment.  In 
doing  so  my  main  object  was  to  help 
Cuba.  I  thought  it  was  a  rather  drastic 
reduction  from  96  percent,  although 
temporary,  from  1948  on.  I  felt  it  was 
a  rather  drastic  reduction,  and  I  voted 
for  the  amendment,  or  left  my  vot%  for 
the  amendment,  largely  because  it  in¬ 
creased  the  Cuban  quota  from;  27  percent 
in  the  so-called  committee  print,  or  25 
percent  in  the  House  bill,  to  33  percent. 
I  did  not  realize  fully  what  it  did  in 
regard  to  the  other  countries.  Whether 
I  would  have  voted  for  it  anyway,  I  am 
not  certain,  and  I  do  not  say. 

I  should  like  to  vote  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  still  give  Cuba  33 
percent  and  redistribute  the  balance 
among  the  other  countries.  However, 
there  is  no  such  amendment  pending  in 
the  Senate,  and,  frankly,  I  am  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  acquainted  with  the  economic 
situation  in  each  country  to  offer  an 
amendment  myself  which  would  make  a 
proper  distribution  among  the  other 
countries. 

If  we  pass  the  bill  as  reported,  it  will 
give  the  conferees  a  broader  field  in 
which  to  adjust  the  differences.  If  we 
adopt  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
the  conferees  will  be  limited  to  a  decision 
between  25  percent,  as  provided  in  the 
House  bill,  and  27  percent,  as  provided 
in  the  committee  print.  Therefore,  the 
conferees  would  have  a  wider  field  of 
compromise  or  settlement  if  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  as  now  reported  should  be 
passed. 

I  believe  also  it  would  give  the  con¬ 
ferees  a  wider  field  in  regard  to  the  other 
countries,  and — if  I  am  mistaken  about 
this  I  should  like  to  have  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  or  the  Senator  from 
Florida  or  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
correct  me — the  committee  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  would  not  only  give  the  conferees 
wider  jurisdiction  with  regard  to  Cuba, 
but  would  also  give  them  a  more  flexible 
field  with  regard  to  the  other  countries 
and,  therefore,  the  conferees  could  work 
out  a  fair  and  just  arrangement  among 
them.  Is  that  correct? 


Mr.  BENNETTT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  that  his 
statement  is  not  correct? 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  It  is  not  correct? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  BE24NETT.  The  effect  of  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  Senate  committee  bill  would 
practically  eliminate  any  conference  on 
the  status  of  Mexico,  because  the  House 
would  give  Mexico  5  percent.  The  bill 
as  reported  gives  Mexico  4  percent.  That 
would  be  the  limit  of  adjustment  for 
Mexico,  between  4  and  5  percent.  Prac¬ 
tically,  that  would  be  the  result. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  In  that  regard,  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  say  that  I  am 
a  great  friend  of  Mexico,  and  always 
have  been,  and  I  hope  our  friendly  rela¬ 
tions  with  that  country  will  continue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
expired. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  an  additional  2  minutes  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  am  happy  over  our 
relationship  with  Mexico,  and  I  want 
that  relationship  not  only  to  continue, 
but  to  continue  to  improve.  However,  I 
cannot  overlook  the  fact  that,  insofar  as 
Cuba  is  concerned,  sugar  is  the  one  great 
product  upon  which  her  economy  is 
based,  whereas  sugar  is  only  a  small  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  economy  of  Mexico. 

I  do  not  believe  our  relationship  with 
Mexico  would  be  strained  or  very  much 
affected  by  a  difference  between  4  per¬ 
cent  and  5  percent.  I  realize  the  delicate 
problem  which  confronts  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  in  trying  to  keep  an  even 
keel  in  this  regard  in  our  diplomatic  re¬ 
lations.  However,  as  between  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Capehart],  I  feel  it  my  duty 
to  vote  for  the  bill  as  reported,  and  there¬ 
fore  against  his  amendment,  because  I 
believe  the  amendment  would  involve  the 
conferees  in  the  entire  field  of  sugar 
importations,  whereas  the  bill  as  report¬ 
ed  would  enable  them  to  deal  with  the 
problem  in  a  way  which  would  preserve 
our  feeling  of  obligation  toward  a  nation 
which  in  every  crisis  in  the  last  half 
centm’y  has  been  on  our  side,  and  permit 
all  the  other  countries  to  share  in  a  new 
way  with  the  American  farmer  and  the 
American  customer. 

Therefore,  for  those  reasons,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  shall  feel  compelled  to  vote 
against  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  although  I  should  like  to 
vote  for  an  amendment  which  would 
leave  Cuba  in  the  same  position  she  is 
now,  and  leave  the  other  nations  to 
further  negotiation.  However,  we  do  not 
have  such  an  amendment  before  us. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  13  minutes  remaining. 

Mr,  CAPEHART.  How  much  time 
does  the  opposition  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  6  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 
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Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  a  chart  which  shows 
the  number  of  tons - - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  advise  the 
Chair  how  much  time  he  is  yielding  to 
himself? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  3  min¬ 
utes,  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  chart  which 
shows  the  number  of  tons  which  each 
country  will  have  in  the  year  1962,  the 
year  in  which  the  law  will  expire.  Cuba 
will  have  3,077,610  tons.  All  other  coun¬ 
tries  will  have  296,140  tons. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  First,  I  wish  to  read 
into  the  Record  the  countries  involved. 
They  are  the  Dominican  Republic,  Mex¬ 
ico,  Nicaragua,  Peru,  Haiti,  Costa  Rica, 
Formosa,  the  Netherlands,  Panama,  Bel¬ 
gium,  British  Guiana,  Canada,  Hong 
Kong,  the  United  Kingdom,  and  El  Sal¬ 
vador.  Those  are  15  or  20  countries 
which  will  have  less  than  10  percent. 

No  one  has  a  finer  regard  and  respect 
for  Cuba  than  I  have.  In  fact,  I  have 
great  respect  and  admiration  for  all 
Latin-American  countries.  Therefore,  I 
cannot  quite  understand  the  argument  of 
some  Senators,  inasmuch  as  Cuba  will 
get  3,077,610  tons,  and  all  the  other  coun¬ 
tries  will  get  only  296,000  tons. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  What  is  the  argu¬ 
ment  about?  Why  do  we  not  give  the 
other  countries  a  little  more? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield;  and,  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  my  ques¬ 
tion  is.  What  percentage  increase  is  given 
to  Cuba  over  and  above  its  previous  al¬ 
lowance? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Cuba  gets  exactly 
the  same  percentage  she  had  up  until 
1948,  at  which  time  she  was  getting  a 
9  6 -percent  increase. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  one 
further  question.  As  I  understand,  then, 
Cuba  is  not  in  any  different  situation 
now  than  she  was  in  previous  years.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Cuba,  in  1956,  will 
get  2,886.000  tons,  and  in  1962  she  will 
get  3,077,610  tons.  She  will  have  a  27- 
percent  increase  in  the  usage  of  sugar  in 
the  United  States  under  my  amendment, 
and  under  the  House  bill  she  will  get  a 
25-percent  increase. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  be  in¬ 
terested  to  know  what  would  happen  is 
that  Cuba,  which  since  1948  has  been 
getting  96  percent,  would  now  be  reduced 
to  33  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  require.  Cuba  had  27  per¬ 
cent  in  1948.  Is  that  coiTect? 


Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  In  1948  Cuba  was 
increased  to  96  percent,  for  good  reasons, 
I  am  certain.  What  we  are  doing 
now - 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  That  is  not  correct, 
if  I  may  interrupt  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  She  was  increased  to 
96  percent  of  the  increase. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  She  got  33  percent 
of  the  total. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 
It  was  not  96  percent  of  the  total,  but 
96  percent  of  the  increased  consump¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Of  the  increased 
consumption ;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  happy  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized  foY 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President.  I  think 
the  following  facts  should  be  borne  in 
mind  by  the  Senate: 

First,  the  committee  bill  which  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  gives  the  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  everything  they  asked. 

Second,  the  committee  bill  would  re¬ 
duce  what  Cuba  has  been  getting  from 
96  percent  of  the  increase  to  33.8  per¬ 
cent,  and  the  domestic  producers  would 
receive  55  percent. 

Third,  under  the  committee  bill,  Peru 
would  get  4  percent  of  the  increase,  which 
is  twice  as  much  as  she  has  been  getting, 
or  a  little  more  than  that.  Mexico  would 
get  4  percent  of  the  increase,  the  same  as 
Peru.  The  Dominican  Republic  would 
go  from  1  percent  of  the  increase  to  2 
percent;  the  other  countries  from  0.7  to 
1.2  percent. 

Those  figures  were  arrived  at  because, 
first,  we  wanted  to  give  the  producers 
what  they  desired;  second,  we  felt  that 
Cuba  was  entitled  to  more  than  she  would 
be  given  under  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House ;  third,  we  did  not  think  we  should 
permit  Peru  to  go  from  a  small  amount 
up  to  8  percent  of  the  increase,  when  our 
neighbor  to  the  south,  Mexico,  was  held 
to  less  than  half  that  amount. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  equalized  Mexico 
and  Peru  insofar  as  their  percentage  of 
the  increase  was  concerned.  We  lifted 
Cuba’s  percentage.  We  did  so  because  of 
all  these  countries,  Cuba  had  the  greatest 
call  on  us  and  the  greatest  need.  All  the 
other  nations  have  a  better  trade-balance 
position  than  has  Cuba.  They  all  have 
a  more  greatly  diversified  economy. 

So,  with  those  considerations  before 
the  committee,  we  wound  up  by  giving 
Peru  and  Mexico  all  they  had  been  re¬ 
ceiving  in  the  past,  and  identically  the 
same  percentage  of  the  increase.  We 
increased  the  percentage  of  Cuba ;  we  in¬ 
creased  that  of  the  Dominican  Republic; 
we  increased  the  others,  and  also  gave  the 
domestic  producers  that  which  they 
asked.  It  seemed  to  us  that  we  were  not 
only  giving  the  domestic  producers  every¬ 
thing  they  asked,  but,  as  nearly  as  pos¬ 
sible,  doing  justice  as  between  our  neigh¬ 
bors  on  the  south. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield? 


Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  We  gave  Mexico  five 
times  what  she  is  receiving  now,  did  we 
not? 

Mr.  KERR.  We  did  not  feel  that  Peru 
was  entitled  to  get  any  more  of  the  in¬ 
crease  than  was  Mexico,  and  basically, 
we  let  each  one  continue  to  have  the  rel¬ 
ative  part  of  the  market  it  had. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  to  see  all  of  them  get  as  much 
as  they  can,  but  the  position  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  that  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment  is  that  they  should  be  treated 
on  an  equal  basis. 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  the  position  of  the 
State  Department  is  that  Cuba  should  be 
ravaged  for  the  benefit  of  Peru;  and  we 
were  not  going  to  give  it  all  to  Peru. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  to  say  that  we  do 
not  do  much  ravaging  when  one  coun¬ 
try  receives  3  million  tons  a  year  and 
the  other  receives  137,000  tons.  I  would 
not  call  that  ravaging. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  wish  to  yield  back 
his  time  at  this  point? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  How  much  time  do 
I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  7  minutes. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  How  much  time 
does  the  opposition  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  3  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  should  be  very 
happy  to  yield  back  my  time  if  the  able 
Senator  from  Florida  will  yield  his  time. 
Thereafter,  we  can  immediately  have  a 
quorum  call,  and  then,  after  that,  vote 
without  further  debate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  yields  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time - 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  said,  provided - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  con¬ 
dition  that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
yields  back  the  remainder  of  his  time. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  if 
we  are  to  have  a  quorum  call  I  think  it 
would  be  better  to  reserve  our  time  so 
that  we  may  be  able  to  explain  the  situ¬ 
ation  to  Senators  who  were  not  present 
during  the  discussion. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  cannot  agree  to 
that,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  declines  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  decline  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  except 
on  the  basis  that  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  quorum  call  we  may  immediately 
vote.  I  understand  the  Senator  from 
Florida  does  not  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  will  agree  if  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  yields  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time, 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  First,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  1  minute.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a 
statement  showing  that  14  countries  will 
receive  only  296,000  tons.  That  is  the 
increase  which  will  be  effective  in  the 
year  1962.  At  that  time  Cuba’s  ton¬ 
nage  will  be  3,077,610  tons. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KNOWIiAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  K^^OWLAND.  Have  the  yeas  and 
nays  been  ordered?  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  They 
have  not  been  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  failure  to 
have  a  little  cooperation  here,  which  is 
very  interesting.  What  is  the  idea?  Is 
it  the  intention  to  have  a  quorum  call? 
How  much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  has  5  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  How  much  time  does 
the  opposition  have? _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  now  has  3  minutes. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Is  it  in  order  to  have 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  to  have 
a  quorum  call  and  vote  immediately 
after  the  quorum  call? 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
any  Senator  at  any  time  can  make  the 
point  of  order  that  there  is  not  a  quorum 
present?  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  that  a  Senator  can  make 
such  a  request  if  all  the  time  has  been 
used  and  he  can  receive  unanimous 
consent. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Where  there  is  an 
agreement  entered  into  for  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  debate,  no  Senator  can  exercise 
his  right  to  make  a  point  of  no  quorum 
unless  all  the  time  has  expired? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  He  can 
do  so  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  object. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  out 
of  the  time  on  the  biU,  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  what  is  the  Senator’s  request. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  The  Senator  from 
California  controls  the  time  on  the  bill; 
does  he  not? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  No,  he  does  not. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Allott 

Anderson 

Barkley 

Barrett 

Beall 


Bennett 

Bible 

Brlcker 

Bridges 

Bush 

Butler 


Byrd 
C’apehart 
Carlson 
Case.  N.  J. 
Case,  S.  Dak. 
Chavez 


Clements 

Humplirey 

Murray 

Cotton 

Ives 

Neuberger 

Curtis 

Jackson 

O’Mahoney 

Daniel 

Jenner 

Pasture 

Douglas 

Johnston,  8.  C. 

Payne 

Duff 

Kennedy 

Potter 

Dworshak 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

Russell 

Ellender 

Knowland 

SaltonstaU 

Ervin 

Kuchel 

Schoeppel 

Flanders 

Danger 

Scott 

Frear 

Lehman 

Smathers 

Fulbrlght 

Long 

Smith,  Maine 

George 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Goldwater 

Malone 

Stennls 

Gore 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Green 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thurmond 

B[ayden 

Martin,  Pa. 

Thye 

Hennings 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Hlckenlooper 

McClellan 

Welker 

Hill 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Holland 

Morse 

Williams 

Hruska 

Mundt 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  pending  amendment,  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  merely  want  to 
say  that  the  administration  is  in  favor 
of  the  amendment  on  which  we  are  about 
to  vote,  and  which  I  was  asked  to  of¬ 
fer.  I  cannot  quite  understand  why 
it  is  desired  to  give  a  couple  of  countries 
a  greater  allotment  and  to  reduce  the 
allotment  of  others.  I  do  not  know  why 
it  is  not  desired  to  treat  all  countries 
alike.  However,  that  is  a  question  for 
the  Senate  to  determine;  it  is  not  a 
peculiar  concern  of  mine.  Nevertheless, 
I  cannot  quite  understand  that  view¬ 
point. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  1  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Indiana  represents 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  administration. 
I  do  not  always  support  the  administra¬ 
tion,  as  many  Senators  know.  How¬ 
ever,  the  amendment  is  important.  It 
has  been  strenuously  advocated  by  the 
State  Department,  and  I  understand  it 
to  be  in  accordance  with  the  policy  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States. 

It  seems  to  me  that  an  amendment 
of  this  consequende,  especially  one  which 
undertakes  to  assert  the  position  of  aU 
except  a  minority  of  7  of  the  15  members 
of  the  committee,  is  at  least  entitled 
to  the  significance  of  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  in  the  Senate.  Therefore.  I  ask 
that  the-  yeas  and  nays  be  ordered  on 
the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  will  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time  on  the  condition 
that  immediately  there  will  be  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote.  • _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  yield  2  minutes  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  wish  to  go  over  the  story  I  have  al¬ 
ready  told,  except  to  say  that  the  Senate, 
regardless  of  any  statements  of  foreign 
policy,  ought  to  stay  with  oitr  friends. 

Cuba  did  a  job  for  this  country  when 
almost  every  business  requiring  sugar 
was  about  to  close  down.  Those  per¬ 
sons  who  had  soft  drink  establishments 
sent  telegram  after  telegram  saying, 
“Get  some  sugar.  Get  some  sugar.” 
We  got  the  sugar  from  Cuba;  we  did  not 
get  it  from  the  other  countries.  We 
should  not  forget  our  friends. 

I  say  to  Senators  who  represent  the 
farm  States  where  sugar  beets  are  grown 
that  if  it  is  sought  to  jeopardize  the  bill 
by  adopting  this  amendment,  the  next 
amendment  might  be  one  to  reduce  the 
time  to  1  year.  Give  the  bill  a  chance 
to  operate. 

I  do  not  agree  with  everything  in  the 
bill  as  it  came  from  the  committee.  But 
certainly  I  will  not  agree  with  it  if  we 
are  to  cut  off  the  country  which  stood 
with  us  and  shipped  us  millions  of  tons 
of  sugar  at  a  control  price  of  only  4 
cents,  when  they  could  have  got  10  or 
15  cents  in  the  free  markets  of  the 
world.  I  say  it  is  not  fair  to  go  back 
on  that  kind  of  a  friend,  and  Congress 
must  not  permit  it.  We  must  not  allow 
that  to  happen.  We  must  stand  by 
Cuba.  The  Committee  on  Finance  was 
entrusted  with  the  responsibility  of  re¬ 
porting  a  good  bill,  and  has  done  so.  I 
shall  stand  with  the  committee. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Indiana  has  2  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  My  opinion  is  that 
all  Latin  American  countries  stood  by 
us.  Mexico  stood  by  us;  Peru  stood  by 
us.  I,  for  one,  do  not  particularly  ap¬ 
preciate  the  statement  that  other  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  did  not 
stand  by  us. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  the  hearings,  in 
which  a  statement  was  made,  as  appears 
on  page  382,  that  the  reason  why  we  did 
not  get  sugar  from  Pei*u  during  the  war 
was  that  there  were  no  ships  to  carry  the 
sugar;  it  was  not  because  Peru  did  not 
have  sugar. 

I  am  fighting  for  what  I  think  is  right. 
I  think  we  ought  to  treat  our  friends  to 
the  south  equally.  I  agree  Cuba  should 
have  the  lion’s  share,  and  she  does  have 
the  lion’s  share. 

The  able  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  been  threatening  that  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  agreed  to.  States  which  produce 
sugar  will  suffer,  and  that  there  will  be  a 
filibuster  against  the  amendment.  I  dis¬ 
like  that  kind  of  tactics.  I  think  they 
are  tinnecessary,  and  I  think  it  is  un¬ 
called  for  in  the  United  States  Senate  to 
threaten  a  filibuster  or  say  that  some¬ 
thing  may  happen  to  the  so-called  sugar 
States  in  the  United  States.  I,  for  one, 
do  not  like  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  the  Senator 
ought  to  be  a  little  careful  with  his 
language. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  said  a 
while  ago  something  might  happen  and 
that  the  time  in  the  biU  might  be  cut 
down  to  a  year. 
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Mr.  ANDERSON,  I  think  the  amend¬ 
ment,  if  adopted,  would  be  a  bad  law, 
and  I  would  have  a  right  to  propose 
amendments  to  a  bad  biil. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  The  Senator  does 
not  have  any  right  to  threaten  a  filibus¬ 
ter  when  he  knows  we  have  an  agree¬ 
ment  not  to  transact  business  after  to¬ 
night  for  a  week.  I  want  the  Record  to 
be  clear  that  we  wish  to  decide  the  bill  on 
its  merits,  and  not  by  threats  and  coun¬ 
terthreats  that  we  are  going  to  have  a 
filibuster  and  that  certain  States  in  the 
United  States  will  suffer  as  a  result  of  the 
enactment  of  the  bill,  because  I,  for  one, 
have  a  great  respect  for  all  Latin-Amer- 
ican  countries,  and  I  do  not  put  one 
above  the  other.  We  need  them,  and 
they  need  us.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  1  minute  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  1  minute  to  the  chaiiman  of  the 
.Finance  Committee. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  I 
merely  wish  to  state  that  the  question  of 
sugar  allotments  was  a  most  difBcult  one 
to  determine.  After  the  most  careful 
consideration  the  committee  decided 
upon  the  allotments  provided  in  the 
pending  bill.  Every  South  American 
country  received  an  increase  in  allot¬ 
ment,  but  Cuba  will  not  get  as  large  an 
increase  as  she  has  had  in  the  past. 

The  Finance  Committee  believes  the 
distribution  provided  in  the  pending  bill 
is  equitable,  in  view  of  all  the  conditions 
existing. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
IMr.  Capehart]  will  be  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  on  the  amendment  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  vote  will  be 
on  the  so-called  Capehart  amendment, 
will  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
vote  will  be  on  the  Capehart  amendment, 
as  modified. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
HARx],  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  senior 


Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green], 
which  will  be  stated. 

The  amendment  was,  on  page  17,  be¬ 
ginning  with  line  8,  to  strike  out  all  of 
section  7  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

SEC.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  “For”  after  “(c)^” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the 
calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graphs  : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per¬ 
cent  and  to  other  foreign  countries  4  percent 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which 
8,350,000  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount  as 
determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds 
the  sum  of  4,444,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
and  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating 
to  Cuba  60  percent  and  to  other  foreign 
countries  40  percent  of  the  amount  of  sugar, 
raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  determined 
pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of 
8,350,000  short  tons  plus  the  increase  in  quo¬ 
tas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this 
section. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  quota  for 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  for¬ 
eign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954 
were  less  than  1,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  a 
proratlon  equal  to  its  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and,  second, 
by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  dur¬ 
ing  1953  and  1954  were  not  less  than  1,000 
nor  more  than  2,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  a 
proratlon  of  3,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  and, 
third,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota 
to  such  foreign  countries  whose  average  en¬ 
tries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954 
exceeded  2,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the 
basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951, 
1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1953  and  for  each 
subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign 
country  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were 
less  than  1,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  pro¬ 
ration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and.  second,  by 
prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota  among 
the  remainder  of  such  countries  on  the  basis 
of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such  coun¬ 
tries  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1957.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  on  the  amendment  has  ex¬ 
pired.  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  Secretary  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KILGORE  (when  Mr.  Neely’s 
name  was  called).  My  colleague  [Mr. 
Neely]  is  unavoidably  absent  on  official 
business,  holding  hearings  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare.  He  has  asked 
me  to  announce  that  if  he  were  present, 
he  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  PASTORE  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Johnson].  If  the  Senator 
from  Texas  were  present  and  voting,  he 


would  vote  “nay.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “yea.”  I  withhold 
my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson]  is 
absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  and  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bender] 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Purtell]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Mn.- 
LiKiN]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  and  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Purtell] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Bender]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Millikin].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  would  ^ote  “nay.”  . 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 


nays  56,  as  follows : 

YEAS— 30 

Aiken 

Duff 

Malone 

Beall 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Bennett 

Fulbrlght 

Payne 

Brlcker 

Green 

Saltonstall 

Bridges 

Holland 

Schoeppel 

Butler 

Ives 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Thye 

Carlson 

Knowland 

Watkins 

Case,  N.  J. 

Danger 

Wiley 

Cotton 

Long 

NAYS— 56 

Williams 

Allott 

Goldwater 

McClellan 

Anderson 

Gore 

McNamara 

Barkley 

Hayden 

Morse 

Barrett 

Hennings 

Mundt 

Bible 

Hickenlooper 

Murray 

Bush 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Byrd 

Hruska 

O’Mahoney 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Potter 

Chavez 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Clements 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Curtis 

Kennedy 

Scott 

Daniel 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

Stennls 

Eastland 

Lehman 

Symington 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Flanders 

Mansfield 

Welker 

Frear 

George 

Martin,  Iowa 
Martin,  Pa. 
NOT  VOTING— 

Young 

■10 

Bender 

MlUlkln 

Purtell 

Dirksen 
Johnson,  Tex. 
Kefauver 

Monroney 

Neely 

Pastore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

So  the  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  which  is  identified  as 
“1-31-56 — A,”  and  request  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  16, 
line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  colon  through  line  7  on  page 
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17  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

(A)  The  first  188,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for 
the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be 
apportioned  45.2  percent  to  the  domestic 
beet  area;  42.6  percent  to  the  mainland  cane 
area;  10.6  percent  to  Puerto  Rico;  and  1.6 
percent  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and  (B)  any 
additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by 
clause  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (2). 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposed  amendment  is  a  very  simple 
one.  It  proposes  only  that  in  allocating 
any  increase  in  the  sugar  quota  which 
might  come  about  as  a  result  of  an  in¬ 
crease  in  domestic  consumption  above 
8,350,000  short  tons  per  year,  Puerto  Rico 
be  given  the  minimal  share  agreed  on  in 
the  House  of  whatever  amount  is  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  domestic  areas. 

It  was  the  purpose  in  both  Houses  to 
relieve  the  surplus  stock  situation  in  the 
domestic  areas  suffering  crop  restriction. 
Puerto  Rico,  as  already  stated,  is  the  do¬ 
mestic  area  where  crop  restriction  has 
been  most  rigorously  and  continuously 
applied  under  sugar  legislation  since 
1934.  There  is  no  just  basis  for  omitting 
Puerto  Rico  from  this  minimal  sharing 
of  10.6  percent. 

I  propose  that  we  adopt  the  House 
allotment,  so  that  the  first  188,000  tons 
of  any  increase  in  domestic  consumption 
will  be  allocated  as  follows:  42.6  percent 
to  the  mainland  cane  areas,  45.2  percent 
to  the  domestic  beet  areas,  10.6  percent 
to  Puerto  Rico,  and  1.6  percent  to  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

Under  the  bill  reported  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  neither  Puerto  Rico 
nor  the  Virgin  Islands  would  share  in 
the  first  increment  of  increase  for  do¬ 
mestic  areas  if  there  is  an  increase  in 
domestic  consumption.  All  of  the  first 
165,000  tons  allocated  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  would  be  divided  between  the 
mainland  cane  area  and  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  on  a  basis  of  48.5  percent  and 
51.5  percent,  respectively. 

Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
•  would  not  get  any  quota  increase  unless 
and  imtil  the  quota  increase  for  the  do¬ 
mestic  areas  exceeded  165,000  tons. 

I  believe  this  formula  is  unjustifiably 
discriminatory  against  Puerto  Rico. 
There  is  considerable  doubt  as  to  whether 
the  domestic  areas  will,  in  fact,  get  more 
than  165,000  additional  tons  for  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  years  to  come. 
Puerto  Rico  is  thus  left  out  in  the  cold. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  interested 
in  the  question  of  sugar  legislation  for 
a  number  of  years.  My  concern  with 
this  legislation  goes  to  many  facets,  in¬ 
cluding  its  implications  for  our  foreign 
relations,  its  effect  on  labor  standards, 
the  necessity  of  providing  safeguards  for 
the  sugar  producers  and  the  refining  in¬ 
dustries  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
interest  of  the  consumers.  But  I  have 
been  particularly  concerned  with  the 
especially  discriminatory  treatment  ac¬ 
corded  Puerto  Rico. 

Last  year  when  the  sugar  bill  was  de¬ 
bated  on  the  closing  day  of  the  session, 
I  stated  in  the  Record  that  I  had  serious 


reservations  concerning  the  treatment 
accorded  Puerto  Rico  under  the  terms 
of  the  bill  as  it  stood  at  the  time.  I  have 
many  more  misgivings  concerning  the 
bill  which  is  pending  in  the  Senate  today. 

Puerto  Rico  is  a  part  of  the  United 
States.  Its  residents  are  citizens,  al¬ 
though  they  have  no  voting  representa¬ 
tion  in  Congress.  It  is  therefore  a  spe¬ 
cial  obligation  on  each  of  us  to  pay  par¬ 
ticular  attention  to  any  legislation  which 
may  directly  affect  the  American  citi¬ 
zens  of  Puerto  Rico. 

Sugar  is  a  very  important  part  of  the 
economy  of  this  island.  The  discrimina¬ 
tions  in  the  amount  of  raw  sugar  which 
can  be  shipped  to  the  mainland  result 
in  severe  economic  hardships  on  these 
people.  The  Bell  committee  report  rec¬ 
ognized  this  discrimination  in  its  report 
in  1953.  And  I  include  an  excerpt  on 
this  point  as  exhibit  I  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks. 

I^epresentatives  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  testified  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  in  favor  of  an 
increase  both  in  the  raw  sugar  quota 
for  Puerto  Rico  and  in  the  refined  or 
direct- consumption  quota  last  year  when 
this  bill  was  before  the  House.  I  will 
include  excerpts  from  this  testimony  as 
exhibit  II  at  the  end  of  my  remarks. 

Looking  back  into  history,  we  find  that 
President  Roosevelt,  in  signing  the  sugar 
bill  in  1937,  recognized  the  discrimina¬ 
tory  nature  of  the  terms  of  that  bill  in 
dealing  with  Puerto  Rico,  and  noted  that 
he  had  been  given  assurances  by  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Congress — some  of  whom  are 
still  serving  in  the  Senate — that  these 
unfortunate  discriminations  would  be 
removed  in  future  legislation. 

To  this  day — almost  20  years  later— 
this  situation  remains  relatively  un¬ 
changed.  Exhibit  III  contains  the 
statement  of  President  Roosevelt  made 
in  signing  the  1937  Sugar  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  wrote  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  request¬ 
ing  that  his  committee  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  two  amendments  I  am  pro¬ 
posing  today.  Unfortunately,  my  letter 
to  him  arrived  after  the  committee  had 
completed  action  on  the  bill.  There¬ 
fore,  my  amendments  did  not  receive 
specific  consideration  by  the  committee. 
I  include  as  exhibit  IV  the  exchange  of 
letters  with  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks  a  letter  from  the  Governor 
of  Puerto  Rico  supporting  these  amend¬ 
ments,  and  outlining  the  background  of 
inequitable  treatment  accorded  Puerto 
Rico  over  the  years. 

I  also  request  unanimous  consent  to 
Include  at  this  point  in  my  remarks 
a  sample  selection  of  the  telegrams  and 
letters  I  have  received  from  many  varied 
groups  and  Individuals  in  Puerto  Rico. 
I  hope  the  United  States  Senate  will 
heed  the  pleas  of  these  people. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows; 


Commonwealth  of  Ptteeto  Rico, 

Office  of  the  Governor, 

La  Fortaleza,  San  Juan,  January  31, 1956. 
Hon.  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Lehman;  Thank  you  for 
Bending  me  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  Senator 
Byrd. 

In  regard  to  the  refined  sugar  issue,  I  rqade 
my  position  clear  in  a  TV  broadcast  from  New 
York  on  October  2,  1955.  I  said  that  it  was 
an  error  to  prohibit  any  community  by  law 
from  converting  its  home  produced  raw  ma¬ 
terials  into  a  final  Industrial  product.  Such 
prohibitions,  I  pointed  out,  are  vestiges  of 
18th  century  colonial  policy  and  should  be 
abolished.  However,  I  also  pointed  out  that 
we  did  not  wish  to  injure  the  long  established 
sugar  refining  communities  on  the  east  coast, 
and.  therefore,  only  ask  for  a  share  of  the 
Increased  annual  consumption.  It  is  grati¬ 
fying  to  see  from  your  letter  that  you  sup¬ 
port  our  position,  by  pointing  out  that 
Puerto  Rico  should  be  permitted  to  ship  as 
refined  sugar  any  increase  specified  by  the 
law  in  its  basic  raw  sugar  quota.  I  note  that 
the  Department  of  Interior  also  supported 
our  position  in  public  hearings  on  the  sugar 
bill  last  year.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  adopt 
your  amendment. 

I  am  completely  at  a  loss  to  understand 
the  denial  by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
of  the  small  participation  granted  Puerto 
Rico  by  the  House  bill  (10.6  percent)  in  the 
first  increase  of  188,000  tons  of  sugar  above 
the  base  figure  of  8,350,000  tons.  Prom  the 
hearing  record,  I  understand  that  this  deci¬ 
sion  rested  on  the  fact  that  we  received  a 
quota  adjustment — very  much  belated — in 
the  1951  legislation.  It  seems  to  have  been 
overlooked  that  the  increase  in  our  quota  of 
170,000  tons,  though  enacted  in  1951,  did  not 
become  effective  until  2  years  later,  so  that 
we  bore  the  burden  of  severe  crop  restriction 
several  years  before  mainland  sugar  was  sub¬ 
ject  to  restrictions.  Furthermore,  our  con¬ 
tinental  friends  have  consistently  Ignored 
the  prior  “take-out”  by  them  during  the 
1934-48  period  of  700,000  tons  over  and  above 
parity  of  treatment  with  Puerto  Rico.  The 
original  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  was  based  on 
marketings  of  3  years  prior  to  the  quota  sys¬ 
tem.  The  same  standard  applied  to  the 
mainland  would  have  given  it  a  1,600,000  tons 
quota.  Actually  the  total  fixed  was  1,817,000 
tons  at  the  level  of  consumption  at  that  time 
of  6,476,000  tons.  In  the  1937  act.  this  total 
was  increased  by  159,000  tons  to  take  care  of 
the  mainland,  bringing  it  up  to  1,976,000  tons. 
In  the  1948  act,  the  figure  was  again  in¬ 
creased  for  the  mainland  to  2,300,000  tons. 
Puerto  Rico’s  quota  was  then  Increased  for 
the  first  time  since  1934  from  around  800,000 
tons  to  910,000  tons.  We  do  not  believe  it  is 
fair  to  begin  with  the  1953  increase  in  our 
quota. 

I  hope  that  the  House  provision  will  be  re¬ 
stored,  as  you  have  urged  in  your  letter. 

Please  be  assured  of  our  deep  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  your  efforts  to  obtain  fair  treatment 
for  the  Commonwealth. 

With  best  personal  regards. 

Cordially  yours, 

Luis  Munoz-Marin, 

Governor. 

San  Juan,  P.  B. 

In  the  name  of  20,000  sugarcane  growers 
of  Puerto  Rico,  we  congratulate  and  thank 
you  for  your  invaluable  defense  of  our  rights. 
We  are  proud  of  you  and  know  that  our  case 
will  undoubtedly  receive  now  favoj:able  ac¬ 
tion  with  your  cooperation.  We  shall  not 
forget  what  you  have  done  for  us. 

Oreste  Ramos, 

President,  Puerto  Eico  Farm  Bureau. 
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SAH  JtTAN,  P.  B. 

Senator  Herbekt  H.  Lehmak, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Peel  grateful  for  your  cooperation  to  give 
Puerto  Rico  fair  deal  In  sugar  legislation 
now  pending.  Appreciate  heartily  your  In¬ 
terest  since  we  have  no  Senators,  Congress¬ 
men  to  represent  us. 

Bull  Insular  Line,  Inc. 

San  Juan,  P.  R. 
Senator  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Puerto  Rico  Manufacturers  Associa¬ 
tion  extends  to  you  their  sincere  congratu¬ 
lations  and  fully  endorse  your  timely  and 
vigorous  stand  before  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  on  our  legitimate  rights  as  domestic 
sugar  producers.  We  sincerely  hope  that 
your  views  may  prevail  to  remedy  distinct 
and  unmistakable  injustice  of  our  position 
under  present  sugar  legislation. 

Knrioue  a.  Castillo, 

President. 


Ponce,  P.  R.,  January  26,  1956. 
Senator  Herbert  Lehman, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington: 

Please  accept  our  congratulations  and 
gratefulness  for  your  fair  and  Just  position 
requesting  equal  treatment  for  Puerto  Rico 
as  that  for  other  domestic  areas  under  new 
Sugar  Act.  Your  continued  support  in 
Puerto  Rico’s  behalf  will  be  greatly  appre¬ 
ciated. 

A.  F.  Armstrong, 
President,  Banco  de  Ponce. 

San  Juan,  P.  R.,  January  26,  1956. 
Hon.  Herbert  Lehman, 

•  Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  feel  that  I  convey  the  appreciation  of  the 
people  of  Puerto  Rico  for  your  generous  ges¬ 
ture  in  supporting  the  demands  of  Puerto 
Rico  for  an  equal  treatment  under  the  new 
sugar  bill.  It  is  men  of  your  caliber  who 
maintain  the  faith  of  the  people  of  the  world 
In  the  sound  principles  of  democracy. 

First  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association, 
By  Enrique  Campos  Del  Toro,  President. 


San  Juan,  P.  R.,  January  26,  1956. 
Senator  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  statement  in  defense  our  growers  has 
won  our  praise  and  we  shall  not  forget  It. 
With  your  invaluable  help  we  shall  succeed 
in  obtaining  recognition  of  equality  among 
domestic  sugar  producing  areas,  as  ascribable 
to  loyal  American  citizens. 

Jose  Ramon  QuiSones, 
Honorary  President,  Puerto  Rico 
Farm  Bureau. 

ViRGiLio  Ramos, 

Executive  Vice  President. 


[Prom  proceedings,  13th  constitutional  con¬ 
vention,  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions,  November  5-9,  1951] 

Resolution  No.  49 


the  PUERTO  RICAN  SUGAR  INDUSTRY 


The  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations 
and  its  affiliates  have  always  recognized  and 
supported  the  right  of  the  workers  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  produce  and  process  to  the  fullest 
extent  the  products  of  the  Island. 

The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  limits  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  raw  sugar  and  the  refining  of  pure 
sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  to  an  extent  that  is 
both  unfair  and  economically  unsound  for 
the  economy  of  the  island.  The  restrictive 
limitations  contained  in  the  Sugar  Act  of 
^48  severely  hampers  the  major  industry  of 
^erto  Rico,  depresses  income,  and  makes  it 
Impossible  for  the  island  to  pay  for  many 
needed  imports.  ^ 


The  limitations  on  the  right  of  Pue 
Rico  to  produce  and  to  process  its  own  su 
is  a  vestige  of  colonialism  which  should 
eliminated;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 


Resolved,  There  must  be  a  realistic  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  existing  situation.  This  con¬ 
vention  approves  of  the  action  already  taken 
by  the  CIO  through  its  organization  depart¬ 
ment  in  attempting  to  secure  amendments 
to  the  Sugar  Act.  The  CIO  through  its  or¬ 
ganization  department  will  continue  its  ef¬ 
forts  to  secure  a  review  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  in  order  to  advance  the  Puerto  Rican 
economy  by  increasing  its  overall  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  to  the  fullest  possible  extent. 

[From  proceedings,  12th  constitutional  con¬ 
vention,  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions,  November  20-24,  1950] 

Resolution  No.  60 

THE  PUERTO  RICAN  SUGAR  INDUSTRY 

The  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations 
and  its  affiliates  have  always  recognized  and 
supported  the  right  of  the  workers  of  Puerto 
Rico  to  produce  and  process  to  the  fullest 
extent  the  products  of  their  island,  and 
The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  limits  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  raw  sugar  and  the  refining  of  pure 
sugar  in  Puerto  Rico  to  an  extent  that  is 
both  unfair  and  economically  unsounci  for 
the  economy  of  the  Island. 

By  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  sugar  is  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  a  controlled  Industry  for-  at  least 
6  years  and  Puerto  Rico’s  major  Industry 
must  continue  to  function  within  restricted 
limits.  Whereas  in  other  years  the  island 
produced,  for  example,  992,000  tons  of  sugar 
and  shipped  919,000  tons  to  the  mainland 
under  the  basic  quota  established  by  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  the  island’s  basic  quota 
is  set  at  910,000  tons,  only  126,033  tons  of 
which  can  enter  as  refined  sugar. 

This,  obviously,  severely  restricts  the  major 
industry  of  Puerto  Rico,  depresses  income, 
and  makes  it  impossible  for  the  island  to  pay 
for  many  needed  imports:  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved,  ’There  must  be  realistic  adjust¬ 
ments  of  the  existing  situation.  Through 
its  organization  department  the  CIO  recom¬ 
mends  that  Immediate  steps  be  taken  to  re¬ 
view  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  in  order  to  pro¬ 
pose  certain  necessary  amendments  to  the 
act  to  protect  the  Puerto  Rican  economy  and 
lead  it  toward  the  goal  of  the  fullest  possible 
production  and  processing  of  sugar. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Returning  to  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  my  amendment,  I  submit  for 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks 
a  table  showing  the  maximum  increases 
in  raw  sugar  quota  which  would  be  given 
Puerto  Rico  under  the  bill,  first,  as  it 
passed  the  House,  second,  under  the 
present  Senate  amendments,  and  third, 
under  my  proposed  amendment  to  the 
Senate  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Effect  on  Puerto  Rican  quota  of  Senator 
Lehman’s  proposed  amendment 


[In  short  tons,  raw  value] 


Puerto  Rican  quota 

Year 

Assumed 
estimate  of 
consUmp- 

Under 

H.  R.  7030 
per  p.  19 
Senate 
Finance 
Committee 
report 

Under 
Senate 
Finance 
Committee 
revisions 
per  p.  3 
committee 
report 

Under 

Senator 

Lehman’s 

proposed 

amend¬ 

ment 

1956.. . 

1957.. . 

1958.. . 

1959.. . 

1960.. . 

1961.. . 

1962.. . 

8, 535, 000 
8, 670, 000 
8, 805, 000 
8, 940, 000 
9, 075,  000 
9,  210,  000 
9, 345,  000 

1, 089, 805 
1, 106, 020 
1, 122,  236 
1, 138, 452 
1, 154,  667 
(0 
(■) 

1, 080, 000 
1, 091, 000 
1, 114, 783 
1, 132, 416 
1, 150, 049 
1, 167, 081 
•  1, 185,  314 

1, 090, 786 
1, 009, 442 
1, 114, 868 
1, 132,  688 
1, 150,  508 
1, 168, 328 
1, 186, 148 

*  House  bill  terminates  Dec.  31,  1900. 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  Under  my  amend¬ 
ment — and  granted  that  the  consump¬ 
tion  Increase  assumed  for  the  current 
year,  in  the  committee  report,  of  185,000 
tons  above  the  8,350,000-ton  base  figure 
actually  takes  place — 45  percent  would 
be  allotted  to  foreign  countries,  leaving 
101,750  tons  for  the  domestic  areas,  of 
which  amount  only  10.6  percent,  or  11,- 
000  tons,  would  accrue  to  Puerto  Rico. 
Although  the  amount  is  small,  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  participation  by  Puerto  Rico  is 
maintained.  This  is  my  main  concern. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  in¬ 
clude,  as  exhibit  V  at  the  close  of  my  re¬ 
marks,  a  memorandum  which  I  have  pre¬ 
pared,  giving  the  background  of  my 
interest  in  this  problem,  and  a  fuller 
justification  for  my  belief  that  my 
amendments  are  necessary, 

I  hope  it  will  be  possible  for  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  to  agree  to  accept 
this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  various  exhibits  submitted 
by  the  Senator  from  New  York  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  exhibits  submitted  by  Mr.  Lehman 
are  as  follows: 

[From  the  Bell  committee  report] 
Exhibit  I 

A  Report  to  President  Truman  by  the 
Public  Advisory  Board  for  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity,  February  1953,  on  a  Trade  and 
Tariff  Policy  in  the  National  Interest 
The  entire  increase  in  sugar  supplied  by 
foreign  and  insular  producers  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  be  imported  in  the  form  of  either 
refined  or  raw  sugar.  It  is  unjust  to  limit 
severely  the  proportion  of  their  quotas  which 
these  producers  can  ship  as  refined  sugar. 
If  some  expansion  of  the  refining  Industry 
were  to  take  place  in  Cuba  or  other  oifshore 
areas  as  a  consequence  of  a  more  liberal 
policy  on  refined  sugar,  this  would  represent 
a  logical  industrial  development  for  those 
areas.  It  would  be  consistent  with  United 
States  policy  of  encouraging  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  simulating  private  invest¬ 
ment  in  underdeveloped  countries. 

•  •  •  •  • 

In  the  staff  report  to  the  Randall  Commit¬ 
tee  Report  of  January  1954  to  President 
Eisenhower  (Report  of  the  Commission  on 
Foreign  Economic  Policy) ,  the  following  . 
criticism  is  given  of  the  sugar  program. 

(2)  ’Through  special  quotas  limiting  ship¬ 
ments  of  refined  or  "direct-consumption 
sugar”  to  the  continental  United  States, 
mainland  sugar  refiners  are  given  absolute 
protection  at  the  expense  of  those  in  Puerto 
Rico,  Cuba,  and  the  Philippines — ^represent¬ 
ing  a  denial  to  these  supplying  areas  of  a 
kind  of  industrial  processing  that  is  highly 
appropriate  to  their  resources. 

[Prom  hearings  on  amendments  to  Sugar  Act 
of  1948  (Committee  on  Agriculture  of 
House  of  Representatives)  on  H.  R.  5406, 
June  22,  1955] 


Exhibit  n 

Statement  op  William  A.  Arnold,  Assistant 
Director  for  Insular  Affairs,  Office  of 
Territories,  Inthuor  Department 
Mft".  Arnold.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of 
the  committee,  my  statement  on  the  pending 
bill,  H.  R.  5406 - 

The  Chairman.  We  have  30  bills  pending 
before  the  committee;  you  are  perfectly  free 
to  talk  about  any  of  these  30. 

Mr.  Arnold.  Thank  you.  [Continuing.] 
Represents  the  views  of  the  Office  of  Terri¬ 
tories  in  behalf  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  of  the 
United  States,  for  whose  economic  welfare 
and  development  we  have  a  direct  responsi¬ 
bility. 
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Under  existing  law  the  fixed  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  1,080,000  and  12,000  short  tons,  raw  value, 
respectively.  These  areas,  like  the  other  do¬ 
mestic  areas,  do  not  share  in  the  expansion 
of  the  domestic  market  resulting  from  popu¬ 
lation  growth  and  increased  sugar  usage. 
Of  the  quota  established  for  Puerto  Rico, 
126,033  short  tons,  raw  value,  may  be  filled 
by  direct-consumption  sugar.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that,  if  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  is  extended,  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  an  immediate  share 
by  these  two  territories  in  the  annual  in¬ 
creases  in  sugar  consumption  and  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  amount  of  direct -consumption 
sugar  which  may  be  supplied  by  Puerto  Rico. 

With  respect,  first  to  the  Virgin  Islands, 
we  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  growing 
of  sugarcane  constitutes  the  major  economic 
activity,  and  the  manufacture  of  raw  sugar 
from  this  cane  is  the  principal  activity  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  Corporation,  a  corporation 
wholly  owned  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  operated  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Sugar  accounts 
for  almost  80  percent  of  the  Corporation’s 
gross  income  and  for  nearly  90  percent  of  its 
total  employment,  but  it  is  also  responsible 
for  almost  all  of  the  Corporation’s  losses. 

While  sugar  production  has  quite  consist¬ 
ently  been  unprofitable  for  the  Corporation, 
it  cannot  be  abandoned  at  this  time  because 
of  its  importance  to  the  economy  of  the  is¬ 
lands.  We  believe  that  even  a  small  Increase 
in  the  amount  of  sugar  which  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands  could  market  in  the  United  States 
would  substantially  benefit  both  the  Cor¬ 
poration  and  the  economy  of  the  Islands  and 
that  any  proposal  for  the  extension  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  should  make 
provision  for  such  Increase. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  secondly,  that  there 
should  be  an  Increase  in  the  amount  of  sugar 
which  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
should  be  permitted  to  market  in  the  United 
States,  if  the  Sugar  Act  is  to  be  extended. 
Kven  though  Puerto  Rico  has  complied  with 
all  determinations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  under  title  III  of  the  act  with  respect 
to  the  quantity  of  sugar  to  be  produced,  sub¬ 
stantial  carryover  stocks  have,  nevertheless, 
developed.  For  example,  carryovers  amount¬ 
ed  to  about  250,000  tons  for  the  year  1952, 
148,000  tons  for  the  year  1953,  and  162,000 
tons  for  the  year  1954.  In  addition,  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cane  crops  has  been  left  uncut 
in  the  fields.  A  substantial  carryover  is  an¬ 
ticipated  for  1955. 

Ah  increase  in  the  amount  of  sugar  which 
could  be  marketed  in  the  United  States  by 
Puerto  Rico  would  result  in  significant  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits  to  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  Puerto  Ricans  in  the  sugar-producing  area 
who  •now  have  the  lowest  income  and  the 
most  dlflicult  social  problems  of  any  group 
in  Puerto  Rico.  The  Commonwealth  is  do¬ 
ing  much  through  its  own  efforts  to  attract 
and  develop  industrial  and  manufacturing 
enterprises  to  improve  its  economy,  but  the 
growing  of  sugarcane  still  constitutes  a  very 
significant  portion  of  that  economy. 

As  is  pointed  out  above,  the  domestic  areas. 
Including  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  are  now  permited  to  irtarket  only  the 
amounts  of  sugar  allowed  by  the  fixed  quotas 
and  they  do  not  share  in  the  growth  of  the 
sugar  industry.  We  recommend  that  con¬ 
sideration  should  be  given  to  an  adjust¬ 
ment  in  the  present  quota  system  which 
would  permit  these  domestic  areas  immedi¬ 
ately  to  participate  in  the  expansion  of  the 
industry  resulting  from  increased  consump¬ 
tion  and  population  growth. 

It  should  be  noted,  in  addition,  that  the 
present  marketing  quota  for  direct-con¬ 
sumption  sugar  from  Puerto  Rico  was  first 
established  In  1934  and  has  remained  un¬ 
changed  since  that  time  at  126,033  short 
tons,  raw  value.  The  direct-consumption 
quota  not  only  limits  the  amount  of  refined 


sugar  that  may  be  sent  to  the  mainland 
from  Puerto  Rico  but  it  also  limits  the 
shipments  of  sugar  in  other  forms  to  the 
mainland  for  direct  consumption. 

During  this  same  period  of  time,  the 
mainland  seaboard  refiners  Increased  their 
processing  operations  by  an  amount  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  l^^  millions  tons.  Puerto  Rico  has 
not  been  pfermitted,  by  reason  of  this  21- 
year  long  restriction,  to  share  in  this  growth 
of  industrial  activity  even  though  the  re¬ 
fining  of  sugar  fits  naturally  into  its 
economy. 

I  am  sure  that  all  the  members  of  this 
committee  are  familiar  with  the  great  and 
rapid  strides  which  have  been  made  in 
recent  years  in  the  Industrial  development 
of  Puerto  Rico.  But  virtually  all  of  that 
activity  has  involved  the  utilization  of  raw 
materials  brought  to  Puerto  Rico  for  fabri¬ 
cation  from  United  States  mainland  and 
elsewhere.  It  seems  to  us  to  be  most  incon¬ 
sistent  with  such  a  program  of  industrial 
development  that  the  one  raw  material 
available  in  abundance  for  fabrication  or 
processing  in  Puerto  Rico  must  be  shipped 
in  its  raw  form  to  the  mainland. 

Accordingly,  it  is  recommended  that  any 
increase  in  the  amount  of  sugar  that  Puerto 
Rico  may  be  permitted  to  market  by  reason 
of  its  sharing  in  the  expansion  of  consump¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  should  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  existing  limitation  on  the  ship¬ 
ment  of  direct-consumption  sugar.  ’This 
would  not  modify  the  protection  which  has 
for  so  many  years  been  accorded  the  capital 
Investments  of  the  mainland  seaboard  re¬ 
finers.  ’They  would  continue  to  receive  the 
same  quantity  of  raw  sugar  from  Puerto 
Rico  for  refining  as  they  do  at  present.  But 
Puerto  Rico  would  be  given  what  we  believe 
to  be  a  deserved  share  in  the  future  growth 
of  the  sugar  refining  industry. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  statement, 
but  I  shall  be  happy  to  answer  to  the  best  * 
of  my  ability  any  questions  the  members  of 
the  committee  may  have. 

[From  President  Roosevelt’s  statement  of 

September  1,  1937,  upon  his  signing  of  the 

sugar  bill] 

Exhibit  III 

Since  the  passage  of  the  bill  I  have  been 
given  the  following  assurances  by  Senators 
representing  the  great  majority  of  conti¬ 
nental  sugar  producers: 

1.  That  their  primary  Interest  In  sugar 
legislation  is  to  afford  protection  to  the 
growers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  all 
domestic  sugar  producing  areas  of  the  United 
States,  and  when  the  Sugar  Act  of  1937  comes 
up  for  renewal  they  will  endeavor  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  refined  sugar  quotas 
in  a  separate  measure. 

2.  That  they  recognize  the  fact  that  Ha¬ 
waii  and  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  integral  parts  of  the  United  States  and 
should  not  be  discriminated  against. 

3.  That  when  the  refined  sugar  quotas  for 
Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  terminated,  they  will  endeavor  to  enact 
legislation  providing  that  minimum  labor 
standards  in  sugar  refineries  In  these  off¬ 
shore  areas  shall  not  be  lower  than  the  mini¬ 
mum  standards  in  refineries  on  the  main¬ 
land. 

4.  That  in  future  legislation  they  will  see 
to  it  that  the  American  housewife  is  pro¬ 
tected  adequately. 

I  have  received  similar  Assurances  from 
responsible  leaders  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  In  view  of  these  assurances, 
therefore,  I  am  approving  the  bill  with  what 
amounts  to  a  gentleman’s  agreement  that 
the  unholy  alliance  between  the  cane  and 
beet  growers,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  sea¬ 
board  refining  monopoly  on  the  other,  has 
been  terminated  by  the  growers. 

Note. — With  respect  to  No.  3  above,  the 
Federal  minimum  wage  of  75  cents  per  hour 
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has  been  applied  to  the  Puert*  Rican  re¬ 
fined  sugar  industry,  since  the  above  state¬ 
ment. 

Exhibit  IV 

United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Finance, 

January  24,  1956. 

The  Honorable  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  have  today  received  your 
letter  of  January  23,  expressing  your  views 
on  the  Sugar  Act  extension  bill,  H.  R.  7030, 
and  suggesting  the  adoption  of  two  amend¬ 
ments  in  behalf  of  the  Puerto  Rico  sugar 
producers. 

I  regret  that  your  letter  and  suggestions 
were  received  too  late  for  consideration  by 
the  Committee  on  Finance.  We  completed, 
the  committee  action  on  the  bill  yesterday. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am 
Faithfully  yours, 

Harry  F.  Byrd, 

Chairman. 

January  23,  1956. 

Hon.  Harry  Flood  Byrd, 

Chairman,  Senate  Finance  Committee, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Byrd:  I  have  followed  with 
great  interest  the  progress  of  your  com¬ 
mittee’s  consideration  of  H  Jl.  7030,  Com¬ 
mittee  Print  of  January  13,  1956,  contain¬ 
ing  certain  amendments  to  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948  and  providing  for  its  extension, 
through  1962.  My  concern  with  this  legis¬ 
lation  goes  to  many  facets  of  the  problem, 
including  its  Implications  for  our  foreign 
relations,  its  effect  on  labor  standards,  the 
necessity  of  providing  safeguards  for  the 
sugar  producers  and  refining  Industries  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  interests  of  our 
consumers.  I  must  say  that  the  proposed 
Senate  amendments,  like  the  provisions  of 
H.  R.  7030,  as  passed  by  the  House,  show 
a  marked  Improvement  as  I  see  it,  over  the 
original  bills  introduced  in  both  Houses 
last  year,  in  several  important  respects. 

I  am  informed  that  the  spokesmen  for  the 
various  sectors  of  our  domestic  sugar  pro¬ 
ducing  industry  continue  to  support  the 
quota  provisions  despite  the  difficulties  as¬ 
sociated  with  crop  restrictions.  Their  at¬ 
titude,  in  this  regard,  recognizes  the  diffi¬ 
culties  inherent  in  any  other  kind  of  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  problem.  I  am  in  accord  with 
this  position. 

I  regret,  however,  that  in  at  least  some 
other  important  aspect  of  this  legislation, 
insufficient  attention  seems  to  have  been 
given  to  the  equities  involved. 

I  refer  to  our  treatment  of  Puerto  Rico, 
Puerto  Rico  is  a  domestic  area.  I  see  no 
reason  nor  justification  for  making  a  cate¬ 
gorical  distinction  between  Puerto  Rico 
and  other  domestic  producing  areas.  Yet  in 
this  legislation  Puerto  Rico  is  discriminated 
against  in  two  respects:  (a)  in  respect  to 
the  production  quota  and  (b)  in  respect  to 
refined  sugar. 

Surely  with  regard  to  an  area  over  which 
the  Congress  has  such  supreme  authority, 
we  should  feel  a  special  responsibility  to 
treat  this  area  and  its  people  with  the  most 
scrupulous  fairness.  Since  Puerto  Rico  has 
no  voting  representation  in  the  Congress, 
each  of  us  must  consider  himself  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Interests  of  that  common¬ 
wealth.  Our  policy  toward  Puerto  Rico  is 
carefully  watched  throughout  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  Each  manifestation  of  alleged  injustice 
toward  Puerto  Rico  is  noted.  I  consider  the 
treatment  accorded  to  Puerto  Rico  in  this 
legislation  to  be  a  real  injustice. 

I  refer,  first  of  all,  to  the  allocation  to 
Puerto  Rico  of  a  share  in  the  domestic  quota 
Increases  resulting  from  an  Increased  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar.  The  language  of  H.  R. 
7030,  as  it  passed  the  House,  gives  Puerto  Rico 
a  percentage  share  of  the  amount  to  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  domestic  areas  as  a  result  of 
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any  overall  Increase  In  the  United  States 
consumption.  The  Senate  committee  amend¬ 
ments  place  Puerto  Rico  in  a  separate  and 
Bceond  category,  which  is  to  share  in  in¬ 
creased  consumption  only  if  and  after  in¬ 
creased  consumption  Is  in  excess  of  165,000 
tons. 

I  hope  this  discrimination  will  be  elimi¬ 
nated  in  the  bill  reported  out.  I  believe  it 
to  be  quite  unjustifiable  both  in  principle 
and  in  actual  operation.  I  would  urge  the 
committee  to  return  to  the  language  of  the 
House-approved  version  of  this  section. 

In  regard  to  refined  sugar,  let  me  recall 
that  when  the  first  sugar  program  was  en¬ 
acted  in  1934,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the 
refined-sugar  industry  was  in  a  depressed 
condition,  Puerto  Rico  was  limited  in  the 
total  amount  of  refined  sugar  it  could  ship 
to  the  mainland  to  15.5  percent  of  its  total 
production  quota.  In  the  years  following, 
this  percentage  has  been  gradually  reduced 
until  today  Puerto  Rico  is  limited  in  its  re¬ 
fined  shipments  to  11.7  percent  of  its  quota. 
This  has  been  a  result  of  congressional  fail¬ 
ure  to  Increase  the  Puerto  Rican  refined 
quota  along  with  its  total  quota.  Under 
the  pending  measure,  it  is  proposed  to  make 
this  small  percentage  permanent.  There 
can  be  no  Justification,  in  my  opinion,  for 
his  persistent  discrimination. 

A  small  increase  in  both  the  basic  quota 
and  the  refined  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  would 
have  far-reaching  benefits  for  its  economy. 
Puerto  Rico  needs  such  an  economic  stimu¬ 
lus. 

I  do  not  undertake  to  urge  that  all  the 
past  injustices  in  this  regard  be  righted,  as 
desirable  as  that  might  be  in  a  moral  sense. 
I  know  how  much  opposition  there  would  be 
to  any  proposal  to  Increase  Ihierto  Rico’s  re¬ 
fined  quota  at  the  expense  of  the  amount  of 
sugar  now  being  milled  by  otu"  mainland 
refineries.  I,  therefore,  urge  only  that  Puerto 
Rico  be  permitted  to  ship  as  refined  sugar 
any  Increases  in  her  basic  production  as 
might  be  allowed  under  the  terms  of  the  bill 
now  under  consideration. 

I  am  attaching  to  this  letter  suggested 
amendments  to  translate  into  legislative  lan¬ 
guage  the  proposals  I  have  made  in  this  let¬ 
ter.  I  hope  the  conunittee  will  give  them 
careful  consideration  and  will  see  fit  to 
adopt  them. 

If  this  is  done,  it  will  go  far  toward  recti¬ 
fying  an  historical  pattern  of  discriminatory 
treatment  meted  out  to  Puerto  Rico  in  this 
and  other  respects. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  am. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

Herbert  H.  Lehman, 
United  States  Senate. 

Exhibit  V 

Statement  in  Justification  op  Proposed 
Amendments 

My  attention  was  first  directed  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  Uie  sugar  legislation  and  its 
administration  in  relation  to  the  Puerto 
Rican  development  program,  when  it  be¬ 
came  known  that  sugarcane  crop  restriction 
would  be  required  under  the  law  in  1952. 

Puerto  Rico  had  been  permitted  under 
regulations  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  (the  controlling  authority)  to 
produce  close  to  the  1,300.000-ton  level  in 
the  1949  and  1950  crops  and  in  the  1951-52 
crop  up  to  1,372.000  tons. 

"nie  hardships  attendant  upon  crop  re¬ 
striction,  in  a  community  so  heavily  depend¬ 
ent  lor  its  income  and  man-hours  of  labor 
on  the  production  of  sugar,  were  called  to 
my  attention  by  representatives  of  Puerto 
Rican  farmers  and  laborers.  With  the  aid 
of  my  staff,  I  tried  to  interest  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  finding  ways  of  mit¬ 
igating  these  hardships. 


At  the  time,  Puerto  Rico  was  the  only 
area  in  the  world  which  was  expected  to 
curtail  its  sugar  crop.  Elsewhere  in  the 
Caribbean,  record  expansion  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  was  going  on,  especially  in  Cuba, 
which  expansion  regrettably  had  to  be  elim¬ 
inated  by  Government  restrictions  a  few 
years  later. 

I  was  then  advised  that  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior,  deeply  concerned  about 
the  economic  and  social  welfare  of  Puerto 
Rico — one  of  the  areas  then  under  its  juris¬ 
diction — were  of  the  opinion,  after  careful 
study,  that  by  the  exercise  of  certain  discre¬ 
tionary  powers  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  (relatifig  to  reallocation  of  deficiencies 
of  production  in  certain  domestic  areas)  a 
considerable  dent  might  be  made  in  the 
carryover  of  sugar  in  Puerto  Rico,  thus 
enabling  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
alleviate  the  rigors  of  crop  restriction  other¬ 
wise  required  under  the  law.  However,  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  did 
not  agree  that  such  alleviating  action  could 
be  taken  under  the  act.  Tlie  difference  in 
legal  interpretation  between  the  two  depart¬ 
ments  was  not  referred  to  the  Department  of 
Justice  but  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Brannan,  sought  to  be  helpful  by  exploring 
other  measures  of  relief  and  did  succeed 
finally  in  alleviating  somewhat  the  burden 
of  crop  restriction  for  the  1952-53  crop. 

I  should  point  out  in  this  connection  that 
crop  restriction  in  Puerto  Rico  has  always 
been  on  a  more  exact  and  rigorous  pattern 
than  in  the  other  domestic  areas,  whenever 
such  restrictions  were  applied  at  all  in  those 
areas.  Every  grower  has  an  allotment  in 
terms  of  tons  of  sugar,  not  in  terms  of  acre¬ 
age,  as  in  the  mainland.  Acreage  allotments 
permit  a  certain  flexibility,  as  the  facts  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  recent  sugar  hearings  clearly 
demonstrate.  It  has  been  brought  out  that 
even  with  a  declining  acreage  the  mainland 
has-been  able  to  Increase  its  sugar  produc¬ 
tion  through  higher  yields  per  acre.  This 
would  not  be  possible  under  the  Puerto 
Rican  crop-restriction  program.  No  criticism 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  Intended 
In  this  observation  for  the  act  clearly  gives 
discretion  to  the  Secretary  to  establish  allot¬ 
ments  to  growers  in  either  form.  However, 
the  fact  remains  that  Puerto  Rico  cannot 
help  but  observe  the  contrast  in  administra¬ 
tion  between  the  mainland  and  Puerto  Rico 
In  this  matter. 

Puerto  Rico,  I  am  sure,  was  grateful  for 
whatever  action  the  departments  were  able 
to  work  out  in  alleviation  of  the  drastic  crop- 
curtailment  programs  of  the  years  since  1952. 
For  the  workers  in  the  fields,  it  meant  des¬ 
perately  needed  man-hours  of  work  with 
which  to  buy  essentials  of  life — food  and 
clothing  and  shoes.  But  again,  Puerto  Rican 
sugar  producers  cannot  help  but  note  that 
in  a  similar  situation  for  the  mainland  re¬ 
cently  developed,  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  has  purchased  100,000  tons  of  surplus 
sugar  from  mainland  producers  at  the  do¬ 
mestic  price  or  very  near  that  price.  In  the 
similar  purchase  for  the  use  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  of  about  50,000 
tons  of  refined  sugar  made  from  excess  quota 
raw  sugars  in  1953,  a  reduction  from  the 
domestic  price  of  about  a  full  cent  a  pound 
was  made  (4.55  cents  per  pound  and  4.70 
cents  per  pound  respectively  f.  o.  b.  San 
Juan).  The  official  announcement  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
recently  been  made  on  the  current  sale  and 
is  as  follows  (p.  4,  Sugar  Rpts.,  No.  45) : 

“The  contracts  covering  the  purchase  of 
raw  sugar  in  Louisiana  and  Florida  provide 
that  the  price  per  pound  of  raw-sugar  basis, 
96®  polarization,  f.  o.  b.  rail  cars.  New  Orleans, 
La.,  or  Savannah,  Ga.,  as  the  case  may  be, 
shall  be  the  season’s  average  price  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (b)  (li)  of  the 
fair  price  determination  (874.8)  applicable  to 
Louisiana  sugar  of  the  1955  crop.’’ 


I  should  point  out  that  the  more  conserv¬ 
ative  price  policy  of  1953  followed  the  denial 
to  Puerto  Rico  of  sales  of  its  surplus  sugar 
in  the  world  market  during  one  of  those  rare 
periods  when  world  prices  were  above  the 
United  States  price.  Again,  no  criticism  is 
intended  of  the  Federal  administrator  for 
they  no  doubt  wish  to  protect  the  American 
consumer  during  the  active  Korean  war  pe¬ 
riod  when  it  seemed  possible  that  the  inflated 
world  market  price  would  draw  surplus  and 
reserve  supplies  away  from  us  in  our  usual 
foreign  sources  of  supply.  In  fact,  Puerto 
Rico  is  proud  of  the  fact  that  its  reserve 
stocks  were  available  in  1950-52  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  administration  as  insurance  reserves 
against  depleted  stocks.  But  it  is  hard  to 
understand  why  they  should  have  been  pre¬ 
vented  from  selling  abroad  so  long  after  the 
emergency  was  over  and  thereafter  required 
to  sell  these  Insurance  reserves  at  a  price 
so  much  below  what  is  now  deemed  fair  for 
the  mainland  areas  in  a  similar  situation. 

Puerto  Rico  is  not  envious  of  its  sister 
producers  in  the  mainland  because  of  their 
good  fortune  in  this  respect.  In  fact,  it 
takes  satisfaction  in  that  the  exploratory 
efforts  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with 
Puerto  Rican  producers  made  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  postwar  renewal  of  crop  restric¬ 
tion,  has  served  to  provide  a  means  of  more 
effective  relief  to  mainland  producers  at  a 
later  period,  when  the  troubles  of  crop  re¬ 
striction  were  faced  by  them  in  turn.  For 
the  exploratory  efforts  of  1952-53  were 
fraught  with  many  obstacles  to  be  overcome, 
both  for  administrators  and  producers. 

However,  in  view  of  the  foregoing,  Puerto 
Rican  producers  find  it  all  the  more  difficult 
to  understand  why  the  much  belated  action 
taken  by  the  Congress  in  1951  to  Increase 
their  quota — not  to  become  effective  until 
1953 — should  be  used  as  an  excuse  to  deprive 
the  Commonwealth  of  equal  treatment  with 
the  other  domestic  areas,  in  the  small  par¬ 
ticipation  granted  it  in  the  House  bill  for  the 
first  165,000  tons  of  possible  increase  In 
consumption. 

I  need  not  comment  on  the  proposed 
amendment  relating  to  the  restriction  on 
refined  sugar,  ks  I  have  covered  the  subject 
in  previous  statements.  Let  me  Illustrate, 
however,  the  Inequity  of  the  existing  pro¬ 
vision  by  an  example. 

Recently  the  USDA  announced  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  successful  experiments  in  preparing 
sugar  for  use  by  various  Industries — confec¬ 
tionery  especially — by  a  new  process  elimi¬ 
nating  some  of  the  present  cost  of  refining. 
Should  this  experiment  work  out  success¬ 
fully,  in  a  practical  way,  as  the  result  of 
further  effort  on  the  part  of  the  technicians 
of  the  Department,  there  would  be  rejoicing 
in  the  mainland  cane  areas  for  they  would 
be  permitted  to  transfer  from  the  old  opera¬ 
tion  to  the  new  one.  There  is  no  limit  on 
the  amount  of  sugar  that  may  be  produced 
in  refined  form,  or  in  any  other  form  of 
direct-consumption  sugar,  in  Louisiana  or 
Florida. 

In  contrast,  under  the  pending  bill,  such 
technical  advance  would  be  almost  mean¬ 
ingless  for  Puerto  Rico,  limited  as  it  is  by 
the  restriction  on  the  quantity  of  sugar 
which  it  may  market  in  finished  form. 

This  is  also  true,  of  course,  of  Hawaii  and 
the  Virgin  Islands.  However,  Hawaii  has  its 
cooperatively  owned  refinery  at  Crockett, 
Calif.,  which  refines  most  of  the  Hawaiian 
crop,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  has  only  one 
mill  in  a  special  situation.  For  Puerto  Rico, 
this  limitation  is  a  real  problem. 

The  first  amendment  merely  seeks  to  re¬ 
store  to  Puerto  Rico  the  share  granted  to  it 
by.  the  House  bill  in  the  first  188,000  tons  of 
increase  in  consumption  above  8,350,000 
tons.  It  was  the  pvu’pose  in  both  Houses  to 
relieve  the  surplus-stock  situation  in  the 
domestic  areas  suffering  crop  restriction. 
Puerto  Rico,  as  already  stated,  is  the  domes- 
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tic  area  where  crop  restriction  has  been  most 
rigorously  and  continuously  applied  tmder 
sugar  legislation  since  1934.  There  Is  no 
just  basis  for  omitting  Puerto  Rico  from 
this  minimal  sharing  of  10.6  percent. 

Not  only  Is  the  principle  of  participation 
Involved  here  but  It  is  also  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  Puerto  Rico  against  a  most  undesirable 
contingency. 

One  of  the  primary  objectives  of  the  act  Is 
to  stabilize  the  price  of  sugar.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  may  not  be  able  to  in¬ 
crease  his  present  consumption  estimate  of 
8,350,000  tons  by  more  than  100,000  tons,  if 
he  is  to  comply  with  the  price  objectives  of 
the  act.  The  following  year,  as  in  1953,  a 
reduction  in  consumption  may  take  place 
or  only  a  small  increase.  Under  such  con¬ 
ditions  under  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  without  my  amendment,  Puerto 
Rico  would  receive  no  relief  whatsoever  for 
a  number  of  years  while  the  mainland  aresis 
could  dispose  of  considerable  quantities  of 
smplus  stocks  in  addition  to  the  disposal 
of  100,000  tons  of  mainland  surplus  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion.  The  Senate  should  remember  that  not 
a  pound  has  been  purchased  from  Puerto 
Rico  in  this  transaction. 

Because  I  do  not  wish  to  delay  Senate 
action  on  this  bill,  I  do  not  propose  in  this 
amendment  to  deal  with  another  difdculty 
for  Puerto  Rico,  embodied  in  the  pending 
bill,  which  does  not  apply  to  the  House  bill. 
In  allotting  increases  in  consiunption  above 
the  first  188,000  tons,  the  mainland  areas 
have  a  built-up  base  as  a  result  of  their  hav¬ 
ing  received  the  lion’s  share  of  the  first  in¬ 
crement  of  188,000  tons  of  Increased  con¬ 
sumption. 

Puerto  Rico’s  base,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
thereby  reduced  somewhat  for  sharing  in 
future  Increases  of  consumption  (beyond 
the  first  increase  of  188,000  tons) .  I  have 
been  advised  that  the  House  bill  sought  to 
meet  this  difficulty  by  freezing  the  allot¬ 
ment  system  for  1957  and  thereafter,  to  the 
1956  base.  This  matter  should  certainly  be 
adjusted  in  conference. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
designated  by  the  acting  majority  leader 
to  control  the  time  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LONG.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  from  Utah  desire? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  should  like  to  have 
10  minutes.  I  am  sure  I  will  not  use  it 
all. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  First,  let  me  inquire 
which  of  the  Senator’s  two  amendments 
is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  the 
amendment  designated  “A.” 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
understand  the  feeling  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  York  with 
regard  to  this  subject.  I  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  this  particular  question  was 
given  full  consideration  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance.  The  decision  as 
to  the  manner  of  allocation  provided  in 
the  bill  was  made  on  the  basis  of  what 
seemed  to  the  committee  to  be  the  most 
equitable  allocation  for  all  concerned. 

Moreover,  the  allocation  provided  in 
the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee — 
and  I  emphasize  this,  Mr.  President — is 
endorsed  by  the  Association  of  Sugar 
Producers  of  Puerto  Rico.  The  oflacial 
representative  of  Puerto  Rico  before  the 
committee  endorsed  the  committee’s 
program. 


The  amendment  offered  by -the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  was  supported  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  by  a  gentleman  who 
introduced  himself  as  the  honorary 
president  and  a  member  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Puerto  Rico  Farm 
Bureau.  ' 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  should  like  to  invite 
the  Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico,  an  elected 
official,  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  offered. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  fact  remains 
that  the  men  who  produce  sugar  in 
Puerto  Rico  support  the  committee’s 
amendment.  Let  us  make  a  comparison. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  tell 
me  the  name  of  the  gentleman  to  whom 
he  has  referred? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  His  name  is  Jose 
Ramon  Quinones. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  speaking  on  my 
own  time  now. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  Senator  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  I  should  like  to  ask  him  whether 
he  is  quoting  the  name  of  a  man  who 
sent  a  telegram  to  him. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No;  I  am  not.  The 
man  appeared  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  What  was  his  name? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Jose  Ramon  Qui¬ 
nones. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  It  may  interest  the 
distinguished  Senator  to  know  that  I 
have  in  my  hand  a  radiogram  reading 
as  follows: 

Your  statement  in  defense  our  growers  has 
won  our  praise  and  we  shaU  not  forget  it. 
With  your  Invaluable  help  we  shall  succeed 
in  obtaining  recognition  of  equality  among 
domestic  sugar  producing  areas,  as  ascribable 
to  all  American  citizens. 

Jose  Ramon  Quinones, 
Honorary  President,  Puerto  Rico 
Farm  Bureau. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  bill  provides  that 
the  first  165,000  tons  of  the  domestic 
industries’  share  of  increases  in  the 
American  sugar  market  above  8,350,000 
tons  shall  be  divided  on  the  basis  of 
51.5  percent  to  the  domestic  sugar-beet 
area,  and  48.5  percent  to  the  mainland 
cane  area.  The  next  20,000  tons  shall 
be  allotted  100  percent  to  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  following  3,000  tons  shall  be 
allotted  100  percent  to  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands. 

The  amendment  proposed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman]  would  result  in  approximately 
the  same  tonnage  as  in  the  bill  reported 
by  the  committee.  The  difference  is  that 
under  the  proposed  amendment  all  four 
of  the  domestic  areas  named  would  share 
in  the  increase  on  a  percentage  basis 
from  the  first  ton  of  increase,  on  up 
through  the  last  of  the  188,000  tons. 


The  committee  had  definite  reasons 
for  reserving  the  first  165,000  tons  for 
the  domestic  beet  and  mainland  cane 
areas.  In  the  first  place,  this  would 
partly  offset  the  170,000  ton  increase 
made  by  Congress  in  1951  in  the  fixed 
quota  of  Puerto  Rico.  The  1951  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  act  raised  Puerto  Rico’s 
fixed  quota  from  910,000  to  1,080,000  tons, 
an  increase  of  170,000  tons;  and  it  raised 
the  fixed  quota  of  the  Virgin  Islands 
from  6,000  to  12,000  tons,  doubling  it, 
or  increasing  it  by  6,000  tons. 

The  other  domestic  areas,  however, 
have  had  no  increase  at  all  in  their  fixed 
quotas  since  the  1948  act  became  effec¬ 
tive.  The  1951  amendments  became  ef¬ 
fective  in  1953.  Therefore,  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  are  now  in  their 
fourth  year  of  enjoying  the  benefits  of 
those  increases. 

Puerto  Rico  has  had  3  years  to  date  at 
170,000  tons  a  year,  or  the  benefit  of 
more  than  a  half  million  tons,  while  the 
domestic  areas  have  not  been  able  to  get 
a  single  pound. 

Instead  of  being  shunted  into  a  sec¬ 
ondary  position,  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  suggests, 
Puerto  Rico  in  reality  has  had  for  4 
years  a  preferred  position  among  the 
domestic  areas.  The  alleged  preference 
now  proposed  for  the  domestic  beet  and 
mainland  cane  areas  really  is  not  a  pref¬ 
erence  at  all,  but  merely  permits  these 
2  areas  partly  to  catch  up  with  what 
Puerto  Rico  already  has,  and  has  had 
for  4  years. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  situation  is 
very  simple.  I  could  continue  the  de¬ 
bate,  and  shall  do  so  if  the  Senator  from 
New  York  wishes  to  continue  it.  How¬ 
ever,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  very 
simple  proposition.  Having  given  Puer¬ 
to  Rico  170,000  tons  a  year  by  way  of 
a  head  start  over  any  other  domestic 
area  back  in  1951,  effective  January  1. 
1953,  it  is  only  fair  that  the  mainland 
domestic  areas  be  given  a  chance  to 
catch  up  to  an  amount  approximately 
one-third  as  large  as  the  amount  Puerto 
Rico  had  before  it  begins  to  share  again, 
in  our  relative  positions. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  has  22  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  should  like  to  say 
in  reply  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  that  a  part  of  section  6  of  the 
bill  reads  as  follows: 

(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing 

areas  by  apportioning  among  such  areas 
4,444,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

Short  tons. 


Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar - 1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar -  500,  000 

Hawaii _ !>  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ -  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _ -  12,  000 


(2)  To  the  above  total  of  4,444,000  short 
tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be  added  an 
amount  equal  to  55  percent  of  the  amount  by 
which  the  Secretary’s  determination  of  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental 
United  States  for  the  calendar  year  exceeds 
8,350,000  short  tons,  raw  value.  Such  addi¬ 
tional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among 
and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under 
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paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  for  such 
domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  respectively, 
as  follows:  (A)  The  first  165,000  short  tons, 
raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which 
quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  in¬ 
creased  shall  be  apportioned  51.6  percent  to 
the  domestic  beet-sugar  area  and  48.5  per¬ 
cent  to  the  mainland  cane-sugar  area;  (B) 
the  next  20,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  thereof,  by  which  such  (Quotas  are  so 
increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto 
Rico. 

In  the  first  place,  Puerto  Rico  is  a  part 
of  the  United  States.  The  residents  of 
Puerto  Rico  are  definitely  citizens  of  the 
United  States  in  the  same  manner  that 
we  are  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

All  my  amendment  does  is  to  provide 
that  at  least  a  part  of  the  first  188,000 
ton  increase  in  domestic  sugar  con¬ 
sumption  shall  go  to  Puerto  Rico  in  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  manner  as  a  part  of  it  is 
allocated  to  the  sugar  industry  in  this 
country,  whether  raw  or  refined.  That 
is  all  I  am  asking.  It  seems  logical  to 
make  such  a  request.  I  am  asking  only 
that  Puerto  Rico  get  at  least  a  part  of 
the  first  additional  amount  which  is 
made  available  by  an  increase  in  domes¬ 
tic  consumption. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  glad  to  3deld. 

Mr.  BEa^NETT.  Would  the  Senator 
be  willing  to  change  his  amendment  to 
put  Puerto  Rico’s  base  back  to  where  it 
was  when  the  bases  of  the  other  do¬ 
mestic  areas  were  established,  and  add 
20,000  to  the  910,000  tons?  Puerto  Rico 
already  has  had  170,000  tons  added  to 
her  base.  I  think  the  other  domestic 
areas  would  be  willing  to  leave  her  with 
that  higher  base. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  ask  the  Senator, 
When  did  that  happen? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  In  1953. 

Mr.  LEJHMAN.  Since  then,  of  course, 
provisions  have  been  made  for  the  cane 
sugar  industry  on  the  mainland,  and  for 
the  beet  sugar  industry,  but  Puerto  Rico 
has  simply  been  shunted  aside.  It  has 
no  chance  of  getting  any  more.  As  I 
said  before,  it  is  left  out  in  the  cold.  It 
has  not  a  chance. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Was  there  anything 
added  to  the  domestic  cane  and  beet 
sugar  base  in  1951? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  There  was  not.  The 
domestic  cane  and  beet  people  had 
nothing  added  to  their  base  since  1948. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  not  asking  for 
anything  to  be  added  to  the  base.  I  am 
asking  only  that  from  the  first  increase 
in  sugar  consumption  in  this  country 
Puerto  Rico  receive  some  share.  I  am 
asking  only  that  Puerto  Rico  receive 
some  share  of  the  increased  consump¬ 
tion  which  will  come  about  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  By  1962  Puerto  Rico’s 
Increase  will  be  more  than  100,000  tons. 
So  she  is  not  being  deprived  of  anything 
Puerto  Rico  is  simply  being  asked  to  step 
aside  for  a  year  until  the  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  get  about  half  of  what  Puerto 
Rico  received  in  1953. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  ready  to  yield  back 
my  time  if  the  Senator  from  New  York 
has  finished. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield  about  3 
minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do 
so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  from  New  York  is  con¬ 
tributing  something  to  the  way  of  life 
in  this  country  when  he  tries  to  be  fair 
and  just  to  our  fellow  citizens  on  the 
island  of  Puerto  Rico. 

As  it  is,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  Senator  from  Utah  is  correct  in  his 
statement  of  the  allo.tments,  Puerto  Rico 
is  still  handicapped.  Congress  has  pre¬ 
vented  Puerto  Rico  from  refining  more 
than  a  certain  amount  of  sugar.  The 
sugar  w'hich  is  grown  in  Puerto  Rico  is 
sent  in  a  raw  state  to  the  North  Atlantic 
States  for  refining,  and  there  is  where 
the  profit  is.  Puerto  Rico  would  not  ask 
for  any  increase  whatsoever  if  this 
country  were  only  fair  with  that  island. 
The  citizens  of  Puerto  Rico  have  been 
true  blue.  They  have  answered  the  call. 
They  have  over  a  hundred  thousand 
veterans  of  the  last  two  wars.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  knows  how  we  treat  those  veterans. 
There  is  one  hospital  in  Puerto  Rico,  with 
200  beds,  to  take  care  of  that  great  num¬ 
ber  of  veterans.  I  feel  that  we  should  be 
fair.  The  greatest  characteristic  of 
Americans  is  to  be  fair. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  1  minute. 

As  the  Senator  from  Utah  has  pointed 
out,  in  1948  quotas  were  set  up  for  all 
sugar-producing  areas  within  the  United 
States.  Since  that  time  there  has  been 
no  part  of  the  United  States  which  has 
had  any  increase  in  its  quota,  except  in 
the  case  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  Puerto  Rico  was  permitted  to 
have  an  increase  of  170,000  tons  in  1951. 
The  Virgin  Islands  were  permitted  an 
increase  of  6,000  tons  in  1951. 

All  the  bill  provides  is  that  the  do¬ 
mestic  producers  shall  have  some  relief 
from  the  huge  surplus  they  have  borne 
before  Puerto  Rico  shall  begin  to  share. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  yielded  back  his 
time. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.-President,  I  should 
like  to  make  one  statement. 

The  ■  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  referred  to  the  surplus  in  Puerto 
Rico.  It  existed  long  before  any  sur¬ 
pluses  existed  in  this  country.  The  peo¬ 
ple  of  Puerto  Rico  have  been  very  hard 
pressed  and  their  economy  has  very 
greatly  suffered  because  they  were  pre¬ 
vented  from  shipping  any  more  sugar 
than  the  amount  allotted  to  them. 

I  am  very  glad  indeed  that  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  New  Mexico  [Mr, 
Chavez]  mentioned  the  question  of  re¬ 
fined  sugar.  I  think  the  following  ob¬ 
servations  may  be  of  some  interest  in. 
that  regard,  and  they  show  the  sorry 
plight  in  which  Puerto  Rico  now  finds 
herself : 

When  the  Sugar  Act  of  1934  was  en¬ 
acted,  Puerto  Rico  was  permitted  to  ship 
to  the  mainland,  in  the  form  of  refined 
sugar,  approximately  15  perceitt  of  its 
total  quota.  Today,  and  under  the 


terms  of  the  pending  bill,  Puerto  Rico 
is  permitted  to  ship  only  approximately 
11  percent  of  its  quota  in  the  form  of 
refined  sugar.  This  has  resulted  from 
the  failure  to  increase  the  refined  quota 
for  Puerto  Rico  as  the  total  raw  sugar 
quota  has  been  increased.  This  is  an 
injustice  and  it  has  prevented  any  ex¬ 
pansion  in  the  refining  industry  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  an  equitable  share  in 
the  expanding  economy  of  the  Nation 
as  a  whole. 

The  people  of  Puerto  Rico  are  fellow 
citizens.  They  deserve  to  be  treated  on 
an  equitable  basis. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  to  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAA7EZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield  further? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  economy  of  Puerto  Rico  is  based 
almost  altogether  on  sugar? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
with  the  dollars  they  receive  for  their 
sugar  they  buy  90  percent  of  all  their 
food  within  the  United  States? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  So  far  as  I  know,  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  buy  rice  and  all 
other  fodstuffs,  with  very  few  excep- 
tons — possibly  a  few  pineapples  and 
wild  potatoes — from  the  United  States. 
The  only  thing  they  produce  is  sugar. 
They  buy  everything  else  from  New 
York,  Miami,  Charleston,  Atlanta,  and 
New  Orleans. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  correct. 

I  wish  to  point  out,  also,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  poverty  is  so  great  in  Puerto 
Rico  that  it  is  necessary  for  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  Puerto  Rico-Americans  to  emi¬ 
grate  to  this  country  and,  to  some  ex¬ 
tent,  to  other  coimtries.  Of  course,  the 
larger  number  of  them  come  to  this 
country.  Sugar  is  their  main  product, 
as  has  been  pointed  out.  Even  if  we  give 
them  an  opportunity  to  sell  at  reasonable 
prices  an  increased  share  of  their  sugar 
production,  Puerto  Rico  would  still  have 
a  large  surplus.  I  believe  that  my 
amendment  would  help  unemployment 
and  help  the  economic  situation  in 
Puerto  Rico  to  the  point  where  fewer 
persons  would  feel  impelled  to  emigrate 
from  Puerto  Rico  to  the  mainland  of  this 
country. 

Mr.  BENNETT,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me  1 
more  minute? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT,  I  should  like  to  place 
this  additional  fact  in  the  Record,  that 
the  170,000  tons  added  to  the  base  of 
Puerto  Rico  in  1953  was  an  increase  of 
18.6  percent.  The  165,000  tons  which  we 
are  asking  to  be  added  to  the  beet  and 
cane  sugar  producing  areas  on  the 
mainland  before  Puerto  Rico  begins  to 
share  is  7.2  percent.  So  that  the  in¬ 
crease  for  Puerto  Rico  is  already  more 
than  two  and  a  half  times  the  increase 
for  the  domestic  area. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  percentages  which  the  Senator 
gave  were  percentages  only  on  the  in¬ 
crease  in  consumption? 
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Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  correct 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Of  course,  an  increase 
in  consumption  would  also  be  reflected  in 
the  amount  which  was  allocated  to  the 
cane  sugar  and  beet  sugar  industry.  Now, 
they  are  getting  the  whole  55  percent. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  They  have  had  no  in¬ 
crease. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  They  are  getting  the 
whole  55  percent  of  the  increase  in  con¬ 
sumption,  while  poor  little  Puerto  Rico 
is  not  getting  anything. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Poor  little  Puerto 
Rico  has  had  a  half  a  million  tons,  while 
the  American  industiy  has  not  had  a 
pound.  I  think  Puerto  Rico  could  wait 
a  year  and  give  us  a  chance  to  catch  up 
one-third  of  the  distance  we  have  gone. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  willing  to  vote. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Unless  some  other 
Senator  wishes  to  question  me,  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  surrender  the  remainder  of  my 
time. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  opposition  yields  back 
the  remainder  of  its  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman.] 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  “2-7-56-A.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  to  have  his  amendment 
read? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No.  I  referred  to 
It  yesterday  in  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pul- 
bright  is  as  follows: 

On  page  15,  strike  out  lines  21  to  24,  In¬ 
clusive,  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  act  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
for  each  calendar  year,  beginning  with  the 
calendar  year  1948,  the  amount  of  sugar 
needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  consum¬ 
ers  In  the  continental  United  States:  Such 
determinations  shall  be  made  during  the 
month  of  December  in  each  year  for  the  suc¬ 
ceeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 
calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  10  days 
thereof)  and  at  such  other  times  during 
such  calendar  year  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements. 
In  making  such  determinations  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  use  as  a  basis  the  quantity  of 
direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for 
consumption,  as  indicated  by  olHcial  statis¬ 
tics  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  dur¬ 
ing  the  12-month  period  ending  October  31 
next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for  which 
the  determination  is  being  made,  and  shall 
make  allowances  for  a  deficiency  or  surplus 
in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for  changes  in 
consumption  because  of  changes  in  popula¬ 
tion  and  demand  conditions,  as  computed 
from  statistics  published  by  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government;  and,  in  order  that  such 
determinations  shall  be  made  so  as  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  welfare  of  consumers  and  of  those 
engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar  industry  by 
providing  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will  be 
consumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  ex¬ 
cessive  to  consumers  and  which  will  fairly 
and  equitably  maintain  and  protect  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry,  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  in  making  any  such  determination. 


In  addition  to  the  consumption.  Inventory, 
population,  and  demand  factors  above  speci¬ 
fied  and  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer 
purchasing  power,  shall  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  a  return  to  domestic  cane  and  beet 
sugar  producers  (including  payments  under 
title  in  of  this  act)  reflecting  90  j>ercent  of 
the  parity  price  therefor,  as  determined  un¬ 
der  section  301  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended’.”  ‘ 

On  page  23.  after  line  21,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

“Sec.  — .  Section  304  of  such  act  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  subsection: 

“  ‘(e)  In  no  event  shall  payments  be  made 
to  any  producer  which  will  provide  a  total 
return  to  the  producer  in  excess  of  the 
amount  of  return  considered  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  in  making  his  determi¬ 
nation  under  section  201  (a)’.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Senators  will  rec¬ 
ognize  very  easily  that  the  amendment 
merely  provides  that  the  support  price 
for  sugar  shall  be  the  same  as  the  sup¬ 
port  price  on  the  basic  commodities, 
namely,  90  percent  of  parity. 

It  struck  me,  in  view  of  the  attitude  of 
many  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
are  not  even  for  the  90  percent  support 
program,  but  who  are  for  flexible  sup¬ 
ports,  that  a  guarantee  of  a  90  percent 
support  for  sugar  would  be  sufOcient.  To 
me  it  is  imusual,  at  least,  that  sugar  and 
wool,  the  only  two  commodities  which 
are  very  important  in  the  State  of  Utah, 
and  in  a  few  other  States  in  the  West, 
should  have  a  support  of  more  than  90 
percent,  or  that  they  should  even  ex¬ 
pect  more  than  90  percent. 

Tlie  amendment  merely  provides  that 
sugar  shall  be  supported  at  90  percent  of 
parity,  instead  of  approximately  113  per¬ 
cent,  as  I  think  is  provided  in  the  bill. 
At  least  in  1947  sugar  was  supported  at 
113  percent  of  parity.  The  bill  under¬ 
takes  to  tie  the  prices  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  requested  to  achieve  in  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  to  the  1947  level.  So, 
while  113  percent  is  not  a  precise  amount 
established  in  the  bill,  it  would  be  the 
objective  whenever  the  Secretary  con¬ 
templates  setting  a  quota  for  the  im¬ 
portation  of  sugar.  That  is,  he  must 
take  the  1947  price  level  into  considera¬ 
tion. 

I  submit  that,  in  all  fairness,  the  grow¬ 
ers  of  sugar  should  be  content  with  90 
percent  of  parity,  as  are  the  producers  of 
cotton,  wheat,  rice,  and  peanuts.  I  can 
see  no  reason  why  the  sugar  growers 
should  receive  any  more  than  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  our  basic  commodities.  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  adopt  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  the  Sugar 
Act  is  not  operative  and  never  has  been 
on  the  same  basis  applied  in  the  case  of 
the  ordinary  support  program.  In  the 
first  place,  there  is  no  price  support  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Sugar  Act.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  does  not  have  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  buying  any  sugar  at  90  percent 
of  parity  or  at  any  other  relationship  to 
parity. 

The  formula  developed  by  the  Sugar 
Act  some  years  ago  was  the  basis  of  allot¬ 
ment  to  the  domestic  market.  If  the 
sugar  producers  produce  more  than  their 
domestic  allotment,  they  are  simply  for¬ 
bidden  by  law  to  market  the  excess,  and 
it  is  their  responsibility  to  finance  the 
carryover  of  their  surpluses.  If  they  can¬ 


not  find  a  market  for  them,  that  is  their 
problem;  it  is  not  the  responsibility  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  true  that 
when  a  surplus  accumulated  last  year, 
the  sugar  growers  came  in  and  had  spe¬ 
cial  action  taken  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  take  100,000  tons  of  the 
surplus  off  their  hands? 

Mr.  LONG.  My  latest  information  is 
that  as  of  today  there  are  stocks  of  more 
than  300,000  tons  of  cane  sugar.  On 
January  1  stocks  were  379,000  tons.  The 
annual  quota  of  cane  sugar  is  500,000 
tons.  It  will  take  several  years  to  work 
off  this  surplus. 

Sometimes  they  have  received  much 
less  than  parity,  when  other  producers 
were  receiving  much  more  than  parity. 
It  happens  that  at  the  moment  they  are 
receiving  something  in  excess  of  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  which  has  not  always 
been  the  case. 

Certainly  I  hope  that  all  farmers  will 
receive  at  least  100  percent  of  parity. 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  fair  to  ask  for  it. 
Merely  because  the  farm  program  with 
regard  to  wheat,  cotton,  and  various 
other  commodities  as  of  this  moment 
causes  those  commodities  to  sell  for  less 
than  90  percent  of  parity  is  no  reason 
why  the  producers  of  cane  or  beet  sugar 
should  be  victimized.  Those  producers 
have  accepted  their  fair  acreage  limita¬ 
tions. 

The  cane  producers  have  had  a  cutback 
of  one-third  in  the  acreage  which  they 
are  permitted  to  plant.  They  are  the 
only  ipajor  producers  of  commodities  in 
this  country  who  are  denied  the  major 
share  of  the  domestic  market.  More 
than  half  of  the  market  is  guaranteed 
to  foreign  producers  and  I  am  including 
Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  as  domestic 
producers  of  course.  That  makes  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  producers  of  farm  commod¬ 
ities  here  to  have  a  better  market  over¬ 
seas.  Perhaps  sugarcane  would  lead  the 
list  of  commodities  which  could  be  pro¬ 
duced  here;  yet  we  permit  other  nations 
to  have  a  larger  share  of  the  sugar 
market. 

Mr.  EXLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EXLENDER.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  in  the  Sugar  Act  there  is  a  provision 
whereby  the  administrator  of  the  act  can 
state  how  much  labor  shall  be  paid  in  the 
sugar  industry? 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  true.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  responsible  for  fix¬ 
ing  the  wage  rates  that  producers  must 
pay.  That  is  one  of  the  many  problems 
most  producers  have.  Much  as  some 
persons  would  like  to  see  sugar  produced 
at  the  same  price  at  which  it  is  produced 
in  other  countries,  the  fact  is  that  the 
American  producers  are  required  to  pay 
wages  established  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  while  the  producers  in  some 
other  countries  can  get  by  with  a  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  far  lower  rate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  whatever  time  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  my  statement.  j 

I  wish  to  say  first,  with  regard  to  the 
last  amendment,  for  which  I  voted,  that 
I  was  on  the  horns  of  a  dilemma.  I  favor 
increasing  the  quota  for  the  other  South 
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American  countries,  but  I  do  not  favor 
increasing  it  at  the  expense  of  Cuba. 
But  that  particular  amendment  was  one 
of  the  cases  in  which  one  is  for  one  part 
of  the  proposal  and  not  for  the  other 
part;  and  one  has  to  take  his  choice. 

I  would  not  favor  and  do  not  favor  de¬ 
creasing  the  allotment  to  Cuba,  but  I 
think  the  industry  in  this  country  could 
well  share  the  market  a  little  more  gen¬ 
erously  with  some  of  our  South  Ameri¬ 
can  countries. 

Returning  to  the  amendment  which  is 
now  being  considered,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  says  his  producers  are  restrict¬ 
ed,  and  that  only  a  certain  percentage  of 
the  domestic  market  is  permitted  to  the 
cane  producers.  Of  course,  that  situa¬ 
tion  arises  only  because  of  the  embargo 
on  imports  which  enables  the  producer 
to  have  the  share  he  now  has.  If  there 
were  no  tariffs  and  no  embargoes,  as  in 
the  case  of  cotton,  the  Senator  knows 
that  there  would  not  be  nearly  so  much 
domestic  sugar  production  as  there  now 

is.  To  say  this  is  unique  because  one  is 
restricted  in  the  amount  he  can  grow,  to 
say  that  as  if  it  were  comparable  with 
any  other  commodity  produced  in  this 
country,  is  completely  misleading. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

jj,  Mr.  FXJLBRIGHT.  Certainly. 

■  Mr.  LONG.  I  am  as  much  interested 
in  cotton  as  is  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas.  Can  the  Senator  tell  me  what 
percentage  of  the  American  market  for 
cotton  the  foreign -producers  have? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Of  the  domestic 
market? 

,  Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

I  Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  A  very  small 
amount  of  Egyptian  cotton  comes  into 
this  country,  but  that  is  because  it  is  com¬ 
petitive;  it  is  not  because  the  Egyptian 
cotton  has  a  siphon  into  the  Public 
Treasury,  as  sugar  does.  There  is  no 
embargo;  neither  is  there  a  quota  nor  a 
tariff.  Eg3q3tian  cotton  comes  into  the 
United  States  simply  because  the  do¬ 
mestic  producers  have  not  been  able  to 
produce  long-staple  cotton  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  the  Egyptian  cotton. 

Mr.  LONG.  With  all  deference  to  the 
Senator,  I  question  whether  foreign 
producers  have  40  percent  of  the  mar¬ 
ket  for  cotton.  If  they  were  taking  the 
rest  of  it,  the  Senator  would  be  taking 
the  same  position. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  two  com¬ 
modities  are  not  comparable  but  are 
completely  dissimilar.  I  object  to  a 
comparison  between  them.  There  is 
nothing  at  all  comparable  between 
sugar  and  cotton.  The  Senator  himself 
has  advanced  that  argument  into  the 
circumstances,  when  he  has  sought  to 
justify  this  particular  bill. 

The  only  point  I  make  in  connection 
with  this  amendment  is — and  I  do  not 
wish  to  delay  the  Senate  imduly — that 
when  everything  is  said  and  done,  when 
the  prices  are  arrived  at  by  artificial 
means,  by  quotas,  and  by  excise  taxes, 
and  then  the  compliance  payments  are 
added,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  sugar 
producer  is  not  entitled,  in  all  fairness, 
to  more  than  90  percent  of  parity.  This 
is  similar  to  what  is  paid  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  other  basic  agricultural 


commodities  under  the  most  favorable 
support  program.  One  of  the  objec¬ 
tions  I  have  to  the  pending  bill,  and 
also  to  the  wool  program,  is  that  these 
particular  commodities  are  given  spe¬ 
cial  and  favored  treatment.  Such  ac¬ 
tion  weakens  the  overall  position  of 
agriculture.  One  of  the  reasons  why 
agriculture  today  is  so  completely  out 
of  balance  with  the  rest  of  the  economy 
is  that  the  forces  •  of  agriculture,  the 
people  who  should  be  working  together 
to  help  agriculture,  are  divided.  A 
small  segment  of  agriculture  becomes 
satisfied  because  a  wool  bill  has  been 
passed,  which  'gives  wool  growers  105 
percent  of  parity,  so  they  do  not  care 
what  happens  to  other  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducers.  The  same  is  true  of  sugar.  We 
treat  them  so  well  that  sugar  producers 
are  likely  not  to  care  what  happens  to 
wheat,  cotton,  or  corn  growers.  So 
when  we  get  through,  all  the  agricul¬ 
tural  forces  are  scattered  and  weak¬ 
ened.  It  is  significant  to  note  that  for 
the  last  4  years  the  income  of  agricul¬ 
ture  as  a  whole  has  declined  abruptly 
und  disastrously,  whereas  all  the  rest  of 
our  economy  has  expanded  and  is  flour¬ 
ishing. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  notice  that  the 
Senator  has  talked  about  basic  Crops  as 
compared  with  sugar,  and  the  very  fine 
position  of  sugar  prices  as  compared  with 
basic  crop  prices.  I  wonder  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  ever  thought  of  the  fact  that 
there  are  literally  millions  of  farmers 
in  other  fields  who  do  not  get  any  price 
supports  whatsoever.  Fruit  growers, 
vegetable  growers,  and  other  perishable 
crop  growers  do  not  get  any  help  what¬ 
soever,  There  are  no  price  supports  for 
them.  If  the  Senator  wants  to  be  con¬ 
sistent,  he  ought  to  make  a  fight  for  all 
the  fruit  growers  and  the  other  perish¬ 
able  crop  growers,  and  not  fight  only  for 
rice  and  cotton  growers. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  One  of  the  great 
obstacles  to  prosperity  for  fruit  growers 
is  the  high  price  of  sugar. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  is  not  the  high 
price  of  sugar  that  is  stopping  the  fruit 
growers.  It  is  the  high  cost  of  processing 
fruit  and  shipping  it.  The  cost  of  proc¬ 
essing  and  shipping  has  gone  up  so  high 
that  if  we  were  to  give  the  fruit  to  peo¬ 
ple,  they  could  not  afford  to  pay  the  cost 
of  having  the  fruit  processed.  It  is 
processing  costs  that  are  i-uining  the 
fruit  growers  of  the  country. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  know  that  fruit 
growers  have  had  a  very  diflacnlt  time. 
One  of  the  reasons  why  we  have  not 
been  able  to  help  fruit  growers  is  that 
no  one  has  been  able  to  suggest  a  prac¬ 
tical  method  to  do  it.  During  World  War 
II,  we  tried  to  work  out  a  program  with 
respect  to  semiperishables  like  potatoes, 
and  it  proved  to  be  disastrous.  Its  fail¬ 
ure  brought  discredit  to  the  whole  agri¬ 
culture  program.  I  wish  we  could  do 
something  to  enable  fruit  growers  at 
least  to  stay  in  business,  because  there  is 
no  one  who  appreciates  the  peaches  and 
cherries  that  grow  in  Utah  more  than 
I  do. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  We  have  made  such 
heavy  investments  in  orchards  that  we 
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cannot  afford  to  abandon  them.  Grow¬ 
ers  df  wheat,  tobacco,  rice,  peanuts,  and 
other  basic  crops  can  go  out  of  business 
in  a  hurry.  They  can  change  their 
crops.  Fruit  growers  cannot  do  it. 

I  hear  all  these  pleas  for  growers  of 
basic  crops  and  arguments  against  what 
is  being  done  about  sugar  producers.  It 
makes  me  wonder  whether  there  is  any 
consistency  in  the  statements.  The 
price  of  sugar  is  not  high  as  compared 
with  the  price  of  many  other  commodi¬ 
ties.  We  have  no  difiBculty  on  that 
score.  Fruit  growers  could  sell  their 
products  if  the  cost  of  sugar  were  the 
only  item  involved,  but  salaries  and 
wages,  shipping  costs,  processing  costs, 
the  cost  of  baskets  and  boxes,  and  every¬ 
thing  else  used  in  the  processing  of  fruit 
have  gone  so  high  that  people  cannot 
afford  to  buy  fruit,  even  if  we  were  to 
sell  them  fruit  at  half  what  it  costs  to 
produce  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  quite  fol¬ 
low  the  Senator.  All  I  am  saying  is  that 
producers  of  sugar  should  have  equal 
treatment  with  that  given  to  producers 
of  other  basic  commodities.  I  do  not 
know  why  they  should  be  given  extra 
special  treatment,  in  view  of  the  great 
dividends  they  receive.  I  read  those  in¬ 
to  the  Record  yesterday,  and  I  shall  not 
repeat  them. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  have  not  said  much 
in  the  debate,  but  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that,  for  instance,  in  our  State,  we  had 
one  of  the  pioneer  sugar  producers. 
Equipment  was  brought  from  France  to 
set  up  one  of  the  early  sugar  mills. 

I  should  like  to  see  our  country  in  a 
position  where  it  would  be  more  or  less 
independent  of  the  production  of  other 
countries,  so  that  in  times  of  emergency 
there  would  be  enough  production  in  this 
country  to  meet  our  needs.  Sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  should  be  encouraged  to  the  point 
where  in  times  of  emergency  it  would 
not  make  any  difference  whether  our 
sources  of  supply  were  cut  off.  We  must 
encourage  sugar  and  wool  producers  in 
order  that  we  may  have  some  degree  of 
independence.  It  is  not  a  surplus  crop 
in  this  country.  We  all  know  that.  We 
want  to  share  our  market  with  other 
countries  and  at  the  same  time  help  our 
own  people.  . 

There  has  been  a  reduction  in  acreage 
in  my  own  State.  It  is  time  that  there 
has  been  increased  production  per  acre, 
but  we  ought  to  have  a  balanced  agri¬ 
culture  there,  instead  of  having  farmers 
turn  to  wheat  when  they  no  longer  can 
produce  sugar.  They  ought  to  have  in¬ 
creased  acreage  allotments  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  their  fair  share  of  the  American 
market,  so  that  their  allotments  will  in¬ 
crease  over  the  years.  That  is  the  kind 
of  help  we  ought  to  give  to  the  industry. 
Sugar  is  not  produced  in  surplus.  We 
ought  to  encourage  it.  We  ought  to 
make  ourselves  more  independent  than 
we  are  at  the  present  time.  In  my  book, 
that  is  a  good  national  policy. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
titled  to  his  view.  I  think  one  of  the 
greatest  obstacles  we  will  have  to  over¬ 
come  in  the  next  several  years  is  lack  of 
sufficient  trade  with  the  free  world.  If 
we  were  to  follow  the  Senator’s  view,  we 
would  trade  even  less. 
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The  Senator  well  knows  that  when  we 
foster  this  largely  uneconomical  indus¬ 
try,  we  are  sacrificing  other  agricultural 
Industries  in  its  behalf.  I  have  already 
gone  over  what  that  policy  has  done  to 
the  rice  industry  in  my  State,  I  do  not 
wish  to  bore  the  Senate  with  a  repetition 
of  it.  However,  it  is  very  clear  that  in 
pursuing  the  policy  we  have  followed 
with  regard  to  sugar,  we  have  already 
created  enormous  surpluses  of  rice  which 
we  used  to  sell  to  Cuba.  The  figures 
were  placed  in  the  Record  yesterday.  I 
shall  not  bother  to  go  into  them  again. 

I  have  spoken  4  or  5  times  on  the  matter 
already.  But  in  this  case  we  are  arti¬ 
ficially  building  up  an  industry  which 
was  not  in  existence,  particularly  west¬ 
ern  beet  sugar,  and  the  effect  is  to  cut  off 
the  normal,  natural  markets  of  other 
agricultural  commodities.  That  is  an¬ 
other  reason  why  I  think  the  bill  should 
go  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  where  the  staff,  which  is  expert 
in  the  field  of  agriculture,  could  study  it, 
along  with  Senators  who  understand  it  a 
lot  more. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FREAR.  I  merely  wanted  to  know 
if  the  Senator  preferred  rice  to  sugar. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  do  not  get 
much  sugar.  We  cannot  afford  to  buy 
it,  because  the  price  is  so  high. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  is  all  I 
have  to  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  does  the  Senator  from  Florida  de¬ 
sire? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  have 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  Florida  is  recognized  for  10  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  have  the  attention  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas,  I  rise  to 
oppose  the  amendment  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas,  because 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Senator  has 
not  glimpsed  the  real  essence  of  this  sit¬ 
uation  in  any  way  at  all. 

By  means  of  his  amendment  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  place  sugar  in  the  same  classi¬ 
fication  in  the  general  price  support  bill 
with  commodities  which  receive  now,  or 
have  received  in  the  recent  past,  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity,  and  are  classed  as  basic 
commodities,  but  all  of  which  are  in 
heavy  surplus.  That  bill  is  restricted  in 
its  operation  to  commodities  which  are 
in  surplus. 

The  pending  measure  has  to  do  with 
one  of  the  two  great  commodities  which, 
in  the  Untied  States,  not  only  are  not  in 
surplus  but  are  in  deficit  to  a  very  large 
extent. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  all  Members  of 
the  Senate  might  have  heard  the  state¬ 
ment  made  on  yesterday  by  the  foimer 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  who  served  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  II,  the  present  junior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son].  I  believe  he  stated  that  sugar 
was  of  such  strategic  necessity  during  the 
war,  and  that  there  was  so  great  an  out¬ 


cry  for  sugar,  not  only  from  commercial 
firms  making  candy,  bottling  drinks,  and 
the  like  but  also  from  houswives  all 
over  the  Nation,  who  wished  to  have 
sugar  in  order  to  put  up  preserves,  jellies, 
fruits,  and  vegetables,  that  he  was  put 
to  the  necessity  of  negotiating  with  Cuba 
for  much  more  sugar  than  we  had  been 
able  to  obtain  up  to  that  time.  As  I  re¬ 
call,  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  the  former  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  said  he  went  virtually  on  his  hands 
and  knees  to  Cuba  for  sugar  because  it 
was  of  such  strategic  necessity  to  our 
people”during  those  war  times. 

Mr.  President,  the  sugar  produced  in 
the  United  States  supplies  only  a  small 
part  of  our  market,  and  would  supply  a 
smaller  part  of  our  market  during  a  war 
or  other  great  emergency,  Tlierefore, 
this  system  of  special  support  for  sugar, 
through  the  levying  of  a  processing  tax, 
was  evolved  away  back  under  the  Jones- 
Costigan  act. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  completely  idle  to 
compare  the  situation  existing  with  re¬ 
spect  to  basic  storable  crops  which  are 
dealt  with  under  the  general  price- 
support  legislation,  and  for  which  the 
highest  price  support  has  been  90  per¬ 
cent,  with  the  situation  existing  with 
respect  to  sugar  or  the  situation  exist¬ 
ing  with  respect  to  wool.  All  of  us  know 
that  in  the  case  of  wool,  at  the  very  time 
when  we  as  a  Congress  were  reducing 
the  general  price-support  structure,  and 
were  writing  a  flexible  price-support 
structure  as  to  some  commodities,  and 
directly  reducing  the  support  rate  as  to 
other  commodities,  and  when  we  were 
proceeding  in  other  ways  to  make  more 
conservative,  and  less  generous,  the 
price-support  structure,  in  1954,  we 
wrote  into  that  very  measure  a  special 
provision  in  the  case  of  wool,  because  we 
recognized  wool  as  a  strategic  commod¬ 
ity.  As  I  recall,  in  order  that  that  par¬ 
ticular  strategic  commodity  might  be 
more  extensively  produced  in  the  United 
States,  we  allowed  a  price  support  of 
110  percent  as  the  maximum  price- 
support  applicable  to  that  necessitous 
commodity. 

In  the  case  of  sugar,  there  has  been 
no  such  price  support  as  110  percent. 
The  figures  for  the  last  few  years  show 
that,  on  the  average,  the  price  support 
for  sugar  has,  under  the  present  act,  been 
between  90  and  93  percent. 

"Mr.  President,  it  appears  very  clearly 
that  this  measure  had  been  coupled  with 
a  reduction  of  tariff  taxation,  so  as  not 
to  increase  the  price  to  consumers.  Like¬ 
wise  it  appears  that  the  price  to  the 
consumers  has  remained  stable,  and  that 
the  price  has  not  increased  anything  like 
the  general  level  of  increase  which  has 
occurred  in  the  case  of  food  commodities 
other  than  sugar. 

On  yesterday,  a  question  was  raised 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  FULBRIGHT]  as  to  why  this 
measure  went  to  the  Finance  Committee. 
It  did  so  because  it  began  in  the  Finance 
Committee,  primarily  as  a  tariff-reduc¬ 
tion  measure,  as  well  as  one  providing  a 
price-support  structure  for  domestic 
producers;  and  the  bill  had  to  be  reported 
from  that  committee. 

Senators  will  recall  that  when  the  first 
law  on  this  subject  was  passed,  a  tariff 


or  tax  of  2  cents  a  pound  was  imposed 
on  sugar  imported  into  the  United  States. 
The  Jones-Costigan  Act  reduced  the 
tariff  to  1^4  cents  a  pound,  and  at  the 
same  time  placed  a  processing  tax  of 
one-half  cent  a  pound  on  sugar  produced 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  the  direct  word 
or  statement  at  that  time  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  then  serving  and 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States  then 
serving,  that  that  act  did  not  bring  about 
an  increase  in  the  price  of  sugar  to  con¬ 
sumers  throughout  the  United  States. 
It  is  uimecessary  for  me  to  repeat  those 
statements  or  to  quote  from  them,  for 
they  are  already  in  the  record  in  this 
instance. 

Measures  on  this  subject  have  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  considered  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  because  such  measures  have 
continuously  been  coupled  with  recip¬ 
rocal  trade  and  with  tariff-reduction 
measures:  and  the  record  regarding  the 
several  acts  will  show  that  while  the 
tax  of  50  cents  per  hundredweight  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  imposed  on  sugar  as  a  proc¬ 
essing  tax,  the  import  tax  or  tariff  on 
sugar  W'as  reduced,  as  I  have  already 
said,  in  the  first  instance  from  2  cents 
to  IV2  cents,  and  subsequently  to  the 
present  level  of  one-half  a  cent  a  pound. 
Except  for  the  tariff,  sugar  Imported  into 
the  United  States  from  (Tuba  seUs  for 
identically  the  same  price  as  that  re¬ 
ceived  for  sugar  produced  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  completely  idle  to 
liken  the  program  for  sugar  to  the  reg¬ 
ular  90  percent  price-support  program 
which  heretofore  has  been  applied  to 
some  basic  commodities,  and  is  still  be¬ 
ing  afforded  to  one  basic  commodity, 
namely,  tobacco,  and  such  protection  is 
being  afforded  to  some  nonbasic  com¬ 
modities  because  in  the  case  of  those 
nonbasic  commodities  the  producers 
have  worked  together  and  with  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  have  not  greatly  increased 
production. 

For  instance,  only  yesterday  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  announced  for  the 
third  consecutive  year  a  90  percent  price 
support  for  naval  stores,  doing  so  on  the 
ground  that  the  naval  stores  industry 
had  disciplined  itself,  and  had  not  con¬ 
tinued  to  produce  surpluses,  but,  instead, 
had  kept  its  production  in  line  with  de¬ 
mand  during  the  last  several  years. 

Mr.  President,  for  a  moment  let  us 
consider  some  of  the  other  matters  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  ad¬ 
verted  yesterday. 

First,  in  regard  to  conditioned  pay¬ 
ments  by  the  Government  and  the  list 
of  those  who  received  in  excess  of  $100,- 
000  in  such  payments,  which  was  placed 
in  the  Record  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  I  wish  to  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  payment  to  the  producers 
varies  from  80  cents  per  hundredweight 
of  raw  sugar,  in  the  case  of  the  small 
producers  who  produce  not  more  than 
350  tons,  down  to  30  cents  per  hundred¬ 
weight  in  the  case  of  the  really  large 
producers  of  sugar,  Mr.  President,  what 
could  be  more  protective  of  the  rights 
of  the  small  producers  of  the  Nation, 
than  that  provision?  In  all  the  price- 
support  legislation  of  the  United  States, 
I  know  of  no  comparable  provision  which, 
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so  clearly  operates  in  the  protection  of 
the  small  producers,  as  does  this  provi¬ 
sion  in  this  sugar  measure. 

Mr.  President,  the  list  of  some  38  pro¬ 
ducers  whose  names  were  placed  in  the 
Record,  will  be  found  on  page  1906  of 
the  Record  for  yesterday.  In  1954  each 
of  those  producers  received  more  than 
$100,000  in  conditional  payments.  I  may 
say  that  there  are  39  instead  of  38  listed 
as  having  received  $100,000  or  more,  but 
there  are  only  38  as  to  which  the  amount 
of  tax  paid  and  the  other  facts  required 
to  be  furnished  in  that  compilation  ap¬ 
pear.  So  there  are  really  only  38  pro¬ 
ducers  in  that  list  whose  figures  are 
shown  with  respect  to  what  they  re¬ 
ceived  and  also  with  respect  to  the  taxes 
they  paid,  and  the  profit  they  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  haa 
expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
1  have  5  minutes  additional? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  5  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  Senators  will 
look  at  the  list  on  page  1906  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  of  yesterday.  They  will  find  that 
exactly  half  of  those  producers,  or  19 
out  of  38,  would  have  been  operating  in 
the  red  if  they  had  not  been  receiving 
some  compliance  payments.  In  other 
words,  the  compliance  payment  in  the 
case  of  half  those  producers  was  greater 
than  the  total  profit  made.  Certainly 
that  ought  to  be  a  rather  clear  illustra¬ 
tion  of  the  fact  that,  wihout  compli¬ 
ance  payments,  this  industry  would  not 
be  able  to  exist  in  this  country. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  when  I  conclude  my  statement. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
1  minute  of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  true  that, 
according  to  the  table,  there  is  only  one 
company  within  the  United  States  which 
shows  a  loss,  namely,  the  Okeelanta 
Sugar  Refinery,  Inc.? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  There  are  two  Florida  companies 
shown,  one  of  which  is  shown  as  oper¬ 
ating  at  a  loss,  and  the  other  of  which  is 
shown  as  operating'  at  a  profit. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  Okeelanta  Sugar  Refinery,  Inc., 
is  the  only  mainland  refining  company 
which  does  not  publish  financial  reports? 
Ml’.  HOLLAND.  I  am  unable  to  say. 
Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  was  the  in¬ 
formation  brought  to  me  by  our  staff. 
I  understand  that  that  company  does 
not  publish  repcH’ts.  Therefore  we  can¬ 
not  tell  accurately  what  its  situation  is. 
It  reported  a  loss  without  the  compliance 
payments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  the  information 
of  the  Senator,  the  Okeelanta  Sugar  Re¬ 
finery,  Inc.,  went  through  bankruptcy 
3  or  4  years  ago,  and  is  now  trying  to  get 
on  its  feet.  It  has  demonstrated  rather 
conclusively  that  the  sugar  business  is 
an  uncertain,  indefinite,  unsatisfactory 
business,  and  that  certainly  the  compli¬ 
ance  payments  are  required.  In  this 


case,  for  this  year,  the  Okeelanta  Sugar 
Refining  Co.,  Inc.,  was  still  operating  in 
the  red. 

I  invite  attention  to  the  fact  that  all 
38  of  these  producers  are  producers  of 
cane  sugar.  I  remember  that  yesterday 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  stated,  on 
page  1896  of  the  Record,  that  beet  sugar 
was  uneconomical,  unnatural,  and,  in 
fact,  had  no  right  to  continue  to  exist  as 
an  industry  in  this  country.  However, 
he  was  gracious  enough  to  say : 

By  and  large,  I  think  the  cane-sugar  In¬ 
dustry  In  this  country  is  quite  similar  to 
that  in  Cuba. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  and  of  other  Senators  to 
the  fact  that  the  38  largest  producers  of 
cane  sugar  in  this  country  show  the  fol¬ 
lowing  record:  19  of  them  would  have 
been  operating  in  the  red  in  the  pros- 
perious  year  for  sugar  of  1954  if  it  had 
not  been  for  the  compliance  payments. 

Let  me  say  something  about  the 
United  States  Sugar  Corp.,  inasmuch  as 
It  was  held  up  as  being  one  which  was 
profiting  too  greatly.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  does  not  know  it,  but  I  want 
him  to  know,  and  I  want  the  Recxird  to 
show,  that  the  second  year  before  the 
passage  of  the  Jones-Costigan  Act  that 
organization  went  through  bankruptcy, 
I  want  the  Senator  to  know  that  in  4 
different  years  since  the  passage  of  the 
Jones-Costigan  Act  that  company  has 
been  in  dire  straits,  due  in  2  instances, 
to  floods,  and  in  2  other  instances  to 
freezes. 

So  the  existence  of  this  act,  and  of 
some  price  support  under  it,  has  been  a 
life-and-death  matter  to  even' the  best 
operators  in  the  sugar  industry.  I  think 
I  am  justified  in  saying  that  the  United 
States  Sugar  Corp.  is  shown  by  this  list 
to  be  one  of  the  best  organized  and  best 
operated  companies  in  the  business. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Does  the  Senator  know 
that  among  the  corporations  pointed  out 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  as  making 
too  much  profit  and  not  being  deserving 
of  a  subsidy  was  a  corporation  under 
whose  land  oil  had  been  discovered? 
Therefore  the  oil  royalties  account  for 
half  the  revenues  of  the  corporation.  If 
it  did  not  have  the  oil  royalties,  I  sup¬ 
pose  the  corporation  would  be  expected 
to  close  down  and  stop  completely  the 
production  of  sugar. 

That  corporation  also  operates  a  sugar 
refinery,  and  it  is  entitled  to  make  a 
profit  on  its  refinery,  quite  apart  from 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  it  should 
be  engaged  in  the  production  of  sugar. 

Mr.  HOI  LAND.  I  understood  that  to 
be  the  situation. 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  the  situation  with 
reference  to  Southdown  Sugar,  Inc. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Tlie  Senator  is  cor- 
TGCt 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  me  5 
additional  minutes? 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
Senator  from  Florida  an  additional  5 
minutes. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  the  case  of  the 
United  States  Sugar  Corp.,  again  the 
production  of  sugar  is  not  the  only 
business  in  which  it  is  engaged.  It  is 
one  of  the  largest  cattle  producers  in 
our  part  of  the  country.  The  latest 
available  figures  show  that  its  gross  pro¬ 
duction  of  cattle — and  the  figures  shown 
in  the  record  are  gross — was  about  $1^4 
million. 

Oil  was  also  a  factor  entering  into  the 
revenue  of  the  United  States  Sugar 
Corp. — not  the  actuality  of  oil,  but  the 
hope  of  oil.  In  connection  with  a  large 
part  of  its  acreage  there  were  leases  and 
production  and  exploration  contracts, 
which  accounted  for  a  sizable  part  of  its 
revenue. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  a  very 
clear  picture  of  the  fact  that  the  sugar  . 
industry  cannot  operate  without  this 
special  kind  of  support.  The  support  has 
been  carefully  calculated  so  as  not  to 
cost  the  consumers  additional  money, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  to  keep  down  prices. 
For  example,  we  saw  that  in  World  War 
I,  the  price  of  sugar  went  up  above  15 
cents  a  pound,  when  there  was  no  such 
structure  as  this. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  Senators  to  get 
the  picture  with  reference  to  the  United 
States  Sugar  Corp.  It  is  the  largest 
mainland  producing  company.  It  is  a 
good  citizen  of  our  State.  In  drainage 
districts — and  there  are  many  drainage 
districts  in  our  State — where  the  United 
States  Sugar  Corp.  has  property,  fre¬ 
quently  small  producers  are  not  able  to 
pay  their  very  heavy  drainage  tax.  The 
United  States  Sugar  Corp.  has  a  fixed 
policy  of  advancing  such  taxes  so  that 
the  bonds  will  not  go  in  default.  While 
repayment  has  been  made  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  there  are  many  instances  in 
which  the  company  has  not  been  repaid. 

Also,  I  learned  from  some  of  the  small 
growers  that  during  the  recent  freezes 
in  Florida  in  December  the  United  States 
Sugar  Corp.  had  pooled  its  frozen  acre¬ 
age  with  the  frozen  acreage  of  the  inde¬ 
pendent  producers  and  had  transferred 
all  its  harvesting  equipment  over  into  the 
area  which  had  been  frozen  and  is 
operating,  on  a  share-and-share-alike 
basis,  in  cooperation  with  the  independ¬ 
ent  growers  in  that  area. 

There  are  many  other  things  which 
show  that  that  organization  was  and  is 
a  good  neighbor  and  a  good  citizen. 
However,  I  shall  not  discuss  that  situa¬ 
tion  further. 

One  further  comment  with  reference 
to  the  United  States  Sugar  Corp.,  and  I 
wiU  conclude  my  remarks  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment.  If  anyone  thinks 
this  has  been  a  bonanza  to  that  corpo¬ 
ration,  a  close  look  at  the  facts  wiU,  I 
am  sm-e,  convince  him  that  such  is  not 
the  case. 

In  1953  the  United  States  Sugar  Corp. 
had  28,415  acres  of  sugar.  It  has  been 
cut  down  yearly  since  that  date  until 
this  year,  1956,  it  has  been  allotted  19,760 
acres.  It  has  had  cut  out  8,655  acres, 
or  a  reduction  of  33  percent. 

This  is  no  easy  business  to  keep  going, 
but  it  has  been  found,  under  the  Jones- 
Costigan  Act  and  succeeding  acts,  that  it 
is  an  important  business,  and  that  it 
should  be  continued.  It  is  of  extreme 
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importance  that  we  have  a  continuation 
of  domestic  production  in  this  Nation  to 
free  us  from  such  situations  as  the  one  so 
vividly  described  by  the  former  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  in  his 
statement  of  yesterday. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  not  be  adopted.  I  regret  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  taking  this  much  time.  How¬ 
ever,  it  seems  to  me  that  in  this  field  we 
are  completely  justified  in  asking  for  an 
extension  and  revision  of  the  present 
program,  recognizing  that  life  under  it 
has  not  been  easy,  and  recognizing  that 
in  both  beet  sugar  producers  and  cane 
sugar  producers  we  have  industries  which 
are  great  assets  to  our  Nation  and  which 
need  to  be  preserved  and  allowed  to  live 
in  prosperous  conditions. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  has  17  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  first, 
with  regard  to  the  referral  of  the  bill  to 
the  Committee  on  Finance,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan,  Mr.  Vanden- 
berg,  in  the  80th  Congress,  referred  the 
sugar  bill  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  where  it  should  have 
gone.  However,  the  Senate  overruled 
him.  It  overruled  him  because  of  the 
outstanding  strength  of  a  group  of  Sen¬ 
ators  who  were  interested  in  sugar,  espe¬ 
cially  because  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Colorado  (Mr.  MillikinI  was 
chairman  of  that  committee.  There¬ 
fore  it  IS  quite  obvious  that  there  is  no 
sacredness  about  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance  over  the  bill. 

Mr.^  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  contrary  to 
commonsense.  We  do  not  have  to  go 
further  than  that.  It  is  essentially  an 
agricultural  matter.  Certainly  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  a 
better  claim  to  such  a  bill  than  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  shall  be  very  glad 
to  yield.  However,  as  I  say,  we  just  dif¬ 
fer  about  it,  the  Senator  and  I.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  certainly  does  not 
deny,  does  he,  that  the  bill  was  referred 
by  Senator  Vandenberg,  and  that  the 
Senator  was  overruled  in  that  regard? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  recall  that  incident 
well.  I  remember  when  the  precedents 
were  adduced,  they  showed  that  the  bill 
had  always  been  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  and  the  distinguished 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate  was  over¬ 
ruled  by  the  Senate  because  of  the 
precedents  in  the  case. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  wish  to 
argue  the  point  any  more.  The  Senator 
also  well  knows  that  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  the  bill  does  go  to  the 
Cbmmittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
The  situation  is  perfectly  ridiculous,  Mr. 
President.  The  reason  for  it  that  a  cus¬ 
tom  has  grown  up  in  the  Senate,  under 


which  such  a  bill  has  never  been  sent 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  for  study.  In  fact,  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  such  a  bill  seem  even  to  re¬ 
sent  having  the  bill  discussed  on  the 
floor.  Last  year  they  desired  to  pass  it 
during  the  last  few  hours  of  the  session, 
without  debate.  It  ran  afoul  of  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  difficulty. 

The  bill  certainly  should  have  been 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  It  should  have  been 
treated  in  the  same  way  that  bills  deal¬ 
ing  with  other  segments  of  agriculture 
are  dealt  with.  Sugar  should  receive 
justice,  not  preferential  treatment.  That 
is  all  my  amendment  would  do.  There 
is  no  reason  why  we  should  select  a  small 
group  of  enormously  rich  corporations 
and  a  scattering  of  small  farmers  and 
give  them  this  kind  of  preferential  treat¬ 
ment. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  has  strengthened  my  argument 
that  this  is  an  uneconomic  industry.  I 
did  not  realize,  until  his  very  enlighten¬ 
ing  speech  drew  our  attention  to  it,  that 
19  companies  would  go  broke  if  they  did 
not  have  this  handout.  That  clearly 
demonstrates  the  fact  that  without  this 
artificial  stimulus,  those  companies 
would  fail.  It  is  a  clear  demonstration 
that  the  industry  should  not  be  sus¬ 
tained.  That  is  the  whole  trouble  with 
the  Senator’s  argument. 

He  talks  about  sugar  being  a  strategic 
crop  and  about  how  necessai-y  it  is  in 
time  of  war.  I  submit  that  it  is  obvious 
that  it  is  much  easier  to  get  sugar  from 
Cuba  than  from  Hawaii.  It  is  not  one- 
third  as  far  away.  The  sugar  would 
come  through  Florida,  and  it  would  be 
beneficial  to  the  Senator’s  own  great 
port  of  Miami.  I  draw  attention  to  page 
1905  of  the  Congressional  Record,  which 
lists  the  very  large  and  rich  corporations, 
which  have  been  drawing  up  to  $2  mil¬ 
lion  in  direct  payments.  One  of  the 
reasons  we  had  to  get  the  sugar  in 
enormous  quantities  from  Cuba  during 
World  War  II  was  that  we  could  not  get 
sugar  in  sufficient  quantities  from 
Hawaii  and  the  Philippines.  That  stra¬ 
tegic  argument  does  not  hold  water  at 
all.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  we 
are  now  spending  enonnous  sums  of 
money  to  keep  alive  a  large  industry  in 
Hawaii,  far  from  our  shores,  and  at  the 
same  time  we  are  punishing  the  local  do¬ 
mestic  industries,  such  as  the  producers 
of  rice  and  wheat.  Cuba  buys  both 
products  in  large  quantities,  as  do  other 
Latin  American  countries.  That  applies 
also  to  all  kinds  of  machinery  which  is 
manufactured  in  the  great  State  of  Wis¬ 
consin  and  in  other  States.  There  is  no 
question  that  every  one  of  the  Latin 
American  countries,  especially  Cuba  and 
Mexico  and  Peru,  are  our  best  customers. 
They  take  90  cents  out  of  every  dollar 
they  get,  and  with  that  money  buy  some¬ 
thing  else  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr,  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  arguing  that  we  should 
liquidate  not  only  the  sugar  industry  of 
Hawaii,  but  all  the  attendant  activities 
and  employment  of  American  citizens 


who  are  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
which  I,  at  least,  hope  will  eventually 
become  a  State,  and  liquidate  the  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  agricultural  labor 
and  the  labor  in  industry,  both  of  which 
are  dependent  upon  the  beet  sugar  in¬ 
dustry  and  the  cane  sugar  industi-y  in 
this  country? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
California  could  logically  pursue  his 
argument  by  saying  that  we  ought  toi 
start  a  coffee  industry  in  this  country. 
Of  course,  we  could  also  build  hothouses 
and  grow  bananas.  We  could  give  em¬ 
ployment  in  those  industries,  too.  If  we 
gave  such  industry  enough  of  a  handout, 
they,  too,  would  survive. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  not  serious. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Well,  that  is  the 
logical  conclusion  of  the  Senator’s  argu¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  arguing  that  we  should 
liquidate  any  industry.  I  simply  argue 
that  there  is  no  sense  in  taking  an  in¬ 
dustry  which  is  poorly  suited  to  our  cli¬ 
mate  and  our  soil  and  giving  it  this  kind 
of  treatment  in  order  to  have  it  survive. 

Nineteen  of  the  corporations  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  Senator  from  Florida  would 
be  in  the  red,  or  would  be  liquidated,  if 
we  did  not  give  them  artificial  stimulus 
through  direct  payments,  quotas,  and 
tariff  relief. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  familiar  with  the  fact  that  if  we 
had  no  domestic  sugar  industry  and  no 
domestic  agriculture  in  this  country  and 
in  Hawaii,  the  time  would  come  when 
this  country  would  have  to  pay  through 
the  nose  under  a  situation  similar  to  that 
which  obtained  with  regard  to  rubber, 
when,  during  wartime  other  countries 
were  able  to  get  rubber  at  their  own  price 
and  Americans  had  to  pay  a  high  price. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  was 
not  in  the  Chamber  when  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  made 
his  statement.  Incidentally,  he  is  in 
favor  of  the  bill,  but  he  said  very  clearly 
from  his  own  experience  that  that  was 
not  so.  He  said  that  Cuba  sold  us  enor¬ 
mous  quantities  of  sugar  at  well  below  the 
world  market  price  because  of  her  regard 
for  our  country  and  because  of  her 
friendship.  He  said  that  both  yester¬ 
day  and  today.  What  the  Senator  from 
California  is  saying  is  just  not  so.  Cuba 
has  cooperated  and  kept  the  price  down 
in  time  of  need.  I  do  not  wish  to  repeat 
all  that  has  been  said  on  that  subject. 

In  this  bill  we  are  beginning  to  cut 
Cuba’s  throat.  Of  course,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  it,  we  will  have  to  grow  our 
own  sugar.  Unfortunately,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  this  kind  of  policy,  no  country  in 
the  free  world  will  be  able  to  trade  with 
us.  We  will  isolate  ourselves  from  all 
the  friendly  countries  of  the  world. 
Apparently  we  are  determined  to  become 
completely  self-sufficient  and  not  trade 
with  anyone  else.  What  has  happened 
in  Burma  and  Egypt  with  regard  to 
Russia  will  inevitably  happen  in  the 
other  half  of  our  own  hemisphere.  It 
is  certainly  veiy  bad  for  our  foreign  re¬ 
lations  to  go  along  that  route.  Besides, 
it  is  bad  economics.  With  regard  to 
liquidating  an  industry,  it  is  true  that 
some  sugar  corporations  may  have  to 
go  out  of  business. 
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By  the  same  token,  if  we  purchase 
sugar  from  these  other  nations,  they  will 
purchase  more  of  our  products.  The  fig¬ 
ures  which  I  placed  in  the  Record  show 
a  very  close  relationship  to  the  sell¬ 
ing  of  other  agricultural  commodities. 
That  is  why  we  should  look  not  merely 
at  sugar.  We  should  see  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  to  other  fields  of  agriculture. 

For  example,  from  the  State  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  wheat  is  sold  to  Central  Amer¬ 
ica.  If  we  exclude  their  sugar  in  order 
to  help  growers  in  Utah  and  California, 
we  foreclose  the  wheat  growers  in  North 
Dakota  from  selling  wheat  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Does  the  Senator  con¬ 
tend  that  wheat  farmers  in  the  United 
States  can  compete  on  an  equal  basis 
with  cheaper  labor  in  Canada,  or  that 
cattle  growers  can  compete  on  an  equal 
basis  with  cattle  growers  in  South  Amer¬ 
ica?  If  such  a  thing  were  attempted, 
we  would  have  practically  no  agriculture 
in  this  country. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  As  a  realistic 
matter,  I  do  not  say  that  we  could  im¬ 
mediately  and  suddenly  abolish  all  our 
tariffs.  However,  I  do  not  accept  the 
Senator’s  basic  thesis  that  this  coun¬ 
try  is  so  ineflQcient  or  stupid  that  it  can¬ 
not  compete  with  any  other  country  and 
that  everything  we  produce  must  be  pro¬ 
tected. 

I  think,  in  a  transitional  period,  we 
must  protect  infant  industries,  in  order 
that  they  can  become  efficient  producers. 
Of  course,  some  protection  is  needed  in 
that  case.  But  I  think,  among  the  na¬ 
tions  of  the  free  world,  it  is  important 
that  we  do  some  trading  and  that  we 
should  not  go  out  of  our  way  to  create 
an  industry  for  which  we  are  poorly 
suited  by  climate  and  soil.  I  have  no 
doubt  that  in  Louisiana  and  Florida,  if 
we  wanted  to  spend  the  necessary 
money,  we  could  grow  all  the  bananas 
we  need  at  probably  twice  the  price  we 
now  have  to  pay  for  that  product.  It  is 
the  same  way  with  sugar. 

The  trouble  is  that  we  are  helping 
only  60,000  people  who  are  engaged  in 
the  sugar  industry  and  are,  at  the  same 
time,  injuring  in  an  uncalculable  way 
many  more  people  interested  in  other 
industries.  When  we  begin  to  interfere 
with  the  natural  productivity  of  a  coun¬ 
try,  it  usually  has  that  effect. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Knowu-and]  that  I  think  ex¬ 
perience  will  show  that  when  we  in¬ 
crease  trade  in  other  commodities  it  off¬ 
sets  whatever  liquidation  takes  place  in 
sugar  production.  That  is  the  whole 
thesis  of  expanded  trade.  Tliat  is  the 
whole  idea  of  trade,  not  aid.  But  here 
is  a  complete  contradiction  of  the  idea 
of  trade,  not  aid.  If  we  are  going  to  cut 
off  all  trade,  we  will  become  completely 
isolated  economically  and  eventually  po¬ 
litically. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK,  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield'? 

Ml'.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Yesterday  the 
Senator  made  the  statement  that  the 
beet-sugar  industry  is  uneconomic  and 


unnatural,  and  he  made  the  claim  that 
we  should  not  produce  any  sugar  do¬ 
mestically  because  we  can  get  sugar 
which  is  produced  abroad  at  a  lesser  fig¬ 
ure.  Is  it  not  true,  then,  that  we  should 
shut  down  on  the  production  of  oil  and 
purchase  all  our  oil  in  the  Near  East 
where  it  can  be  produced  at  one-fifth  of 
what  it  can  be  produced  for  in  this  coun¬ 
try?  Should  not  the  oil  industry  be 
placed  in  the  same  categoiY  with  sugar? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Are  we  giving  aid 
to  the  oil  industry  comparable  to  that 
given  to  the  sugar  industry? 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  is  in 
a  better  position  to  answer  that  question 
than  I  am,  knowing  that  the  oil  indus¬ 
try  receives  a  21^2  percent  depletion  al¬ 
lowance.  I  am  not  going  to  argue  that 
point.  But  I  say  the  charge  that  the 
sugar  industry  receives  a  subsidy  from 
the  Federal  Treasury  is  incorrect  and 
untrue. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  It  certainly  ap¬ 
pears  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury. 
There  is  a  very  substantial  amount  paid 
to  the  sugar  industry. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
more  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Al- 
LOTT  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  3  minutes  remaining,  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  4  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  has  argued  that  the 
domestic  sugar  industry  should  go  out 
of  business,  if  I  properly  understood  his 
argument.  I  should  like  to  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that 
there  are  282,000  field  workers  in  the 
United  States  and  its  possessions  who 
are  engaged  in  the  production  of  sugar. 
Those  are  only  field  workers.  Of  that 
number  of  workers,  145,000  are  in  Puerto 
Rico.  Puerto  Rico  enjoys  the  same  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Sugar  Act  as  our  producers 
enjoy. 

I  would  be  curious  to  know  how  we 
expect  the  producers  to  exist  when  they 
find  the  price  of  sugar  has  been  cut  25 
percent.  Perhaps  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  would  like  to  see  the  wheat  pro¬ 
ducers  reduced  about  one-third.  To  me 
it  does  not  make  good  sense. 

A  great  number  of  farmers  produce 
sugar.  I  understand  the  Senator  would 
like  to  benefit  the  rice  producers  at  the 
expense  of  the  sugar  producers.  Is  Ar¬ 
kansas  prepared  to  reduce  its  rice  acre¬ 
age?  Every  single  acre  in  Louisiana 
could  be  used  in  the  production  of  rice. 
If  the  Senator  would  like  to  know  why 
there  is  a  large  surplus  of  rice,  let  me  say 
that  one  of  the  principal  reasons  is  that 
when  the  cane  producers  were  cut  back 
they  have  tried  to  produce  rice. 

The  Senator  picks  out  the  Southdown 
Corp.  which  is  making  a  profit  of  12  per¬ 
cent.  Part  of  that  is  from  oil  royalties 
discovered  under  the  land.  If  there  is 
not  some  subsidy  for  the  domestic  indus¬ 
try  I  assume  it  would  have  to  close  down. 
It  w’ould  not  particularly  benefit  us;  it 
would  not  even  benefit  the  Cubans,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  in  a  position  to  sell  their 
sugar  at  a  net  price  of  about  5  cents  as 
against  the  world  market  price  of  314 
cents,  and  they  have  a  large  surplus  on 
hand  which  they  cannot  dispose  of. 
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If  we  were  to  ask  the  Cubans  I  am 
sure  they  would  tell  us  that  the  last 
thing  they  want  to  see  is  the  destruction 
of  the  American  Sugar  Act.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  I  rather  doubt  that  we 
can  find  any  nation  in  the  world  which 
would  care  to  see  the  act  repealed  and 
the  production  of  sugar  come  to  an  end. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  have  offered  does  not  liqui¬ 
date  anyone.  It  merely  asks  that  the 
sugar  producers  take  a  90-percent  sup¬ 
port,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  cotton, 
wheat,  rice,  and  peanuts.  The  Senator 
thinks  that  is  good  enough  for  the  cotton 
grower.  Why  is  it  not  good  enough  for 
the  sugar  grower? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  have  heard  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  that  we  should  quit 
the  production  of  sugar  in  the  United. 
States.  What  the  Senator  wants  to  do  is 
to  put  the  sugar  producers  out  of  busi¬ 
ness  completely. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  LONG.  That  is  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  say  to  the  Senator,  since  he  has 
put  words  into  my  mouth,  that  my 
amendment  is  a  simple  amendment 
which  provides  that  we  should  treat 
sugar  no  better  than  cotton  is  treated. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  has  many  cotton 
constituents  and  rice  constituents. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  In  just  a  moment. 
Consider  the  United  States  Sugar  Corp. 
in  Florida.  It  had  a  profit  last  year  of 
more  than  $5  million.  Why  the  little 
housewife  should  be  penalized  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  2  or  3  cents  a  pound  in  order  to 
pay  the  United  States  Sugar  Corp.  $750,- 
000  on  top  of  $4,500,000  is  beyond  me.  It 
makes  no  sense.  All  I  am  asking  in  this 
amendment  is.  Why  not  take  90  percent 
supports  for  sugar,  as  the  producers  of 
other  crops  do?  We  in  Arkansas  would 
be  delighted  if  we  could  get  back  to  90 
percent  for  our  rice  and  cotton.  I  think 
the  amendment  is  fair. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  ’  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  am  advised  that 
cotton  which  is  just  as  good  as  any  cot¬ 
ton  that  can  be  produced  in  the  United 
States  can  be  grown  in  Egypt  at  a  mere 
fraction  of  the  cost  at  which  it  can  be 
produced  in  Arkansas  or  any  other  State 
which  grows  cotton. 

I  am  also  advised  that  that  cotton 
can  be  sent  to  Japan  for  processing  into 
cotton  goods  at  about  15  or  20  percent 
of  the  cost  to  make  those  goods  in  this 
country. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  be¬ 
lieve  it  vlould  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  consumers  of  the  United  States  to 
have  the  cotton  producers  of  America 
get  out  of  the  cotton  business,  to  have 
the  cotton  grown  in  Egypt,  to  have  the 
processors  or  manufacturers  of  cotton 
in  the  United  States  get  out  of  the  manu¬ 
facturing  business,  and  to  import  the 
finished  cotton  products  from  Japan? 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  accept 
the  Senator’s  advice.  He  is  misinformed 
when  he  says  the  cotton  producers  in 
Arkansas  are  inefficient,  and  that  Amer¬ 
ican  production,  not  only  of  cotton  but 
of  other  commodities,  cannot  compete 
with  the  products  of  other  countries. 

The  cotton  producers  of  Arkansas 
until  recently  competed  with  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  world.  The  Senator  knows 
that  support  prices  and  other  situations 
have  created  conditions  under  which 
cotton  is  not  competitive.  But  there 
has  been  and  is  at  present  in  progress 
a  review  of  that  program,  which  has 
caused  the  dislocation. 

For  150  years  American  cotton  has 
competed  with  the  cotton  from  any 
other  nation.  Cotton  was  not  built  up 
on  a  Government  subsidy.  Cotton  was 
not  built  up  by  placing  an  embargo  on 
importations  and  on  handouts  from  the 
Federal  Treasury.  Until  very  recently, 
as  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  well 
knows,  none  of  the  basic  commodities 
were  in  that  condition. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  has 
been  told  repeatedly  on  the  floor  that 
this  is  not  a  subsidy  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  on  sugar. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Anyone  who 
wishes  to  believe  that  is  welcome  to  do 
so.  The  figures  will  not  support  such 
a  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  has  expired.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  I  ask  to  have 
stilted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  18,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  table  following  line  2, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  through  line 
7  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 


Country :  Percen  t 

Cuba  _ 33.  8 

Other  countries _ 11.2 


Total  _ 45.  0 


The  above  proration  of  11.2  per  centum  to 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  from  each  such  country 
for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes.  I  had  hoped  to  get 
the  floor  to  offer  this  amendment  imme¬ 
diately  after  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  was  rejected 
by  the  Senate,  but  I  have  been  unable 
to  do  so  until  nov/. 

’This  simple  amendment  gives  Cuba 
the  share  which  the  Senate  bill  gives 
her,  but  divides  the  share  of  the  other 
full-duty  countries  in  accordance  with 
their  historic  percentages.  We  have 
been  over  the  problem.  I  think  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  expressed  themselves 
fully  on  the  subject  during  the  debate 
on  the  Capehart  amendment.  It  is  not 
my  intention  to  ask  for  a  yea-and-nay 


vote  on  the  amendment.  However,  the 
administration  still  feels  that  it  would 
like  to  be  free  to  proceed  in  its  relations 
with  the  full-duty  coimtries  on  the  basis 
of  their  historic  record,  rather  than  on 
the  basis  of  the  division  as  accepted  by 
the  committee. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Is  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  practically  the  same  as  the  Cape- 
hart  amendment? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  sets  the  quota  for 
Cuba  at  33.8  percent.  It  takes  Cuba  out 
of  the  discussion  enljirely,  and  then 
would  divide  the  remaining  tonnage 
among  the  full-duty  countries  in  the 
same  way  as  the  Capehart  amendment 
would  have  divided  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Capehart  amend¬ 
ment  was  defeated. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Capehart 
amendment  was  defeated,  and  I  recog¬ 
nize  that  my  amendment  probably  will 
be  defeated.  But  the  administration  is 
anxious  to  give  the  Senate  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  the  amendment  for 
the  purpose  of  the  Record. 

I  have  no  further  statement  to  make 
on  the  amendment.  I  hope  that  with¬ 
out  further  discussion  the  Senate  may 
vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Utah  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  BEHSINETT.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett].  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  “ayes”  seem  to  have  it. 

Several  Senators.  Mr.  President,  a 
division. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  divide. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
r0j6ct6ci. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  designated 
2-7-56-B  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  25,  line  10, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “1962”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1958.” 

On  page  25,  line  14,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “1963”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “1959.” 

On  page  19,  lines  10  and  11,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  “and  for  each  subse¬ 
quent  calendar  year.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  merely  limits  the  extension 
of  the  bill  to  2  years  instead  of  6.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  very  unwise 
to  commit  the  Senate  and  the  country 
for  such  a  long  period,  when  so  many 
things  could  happen  which  might  cause 
great  dislocation  in  our  trade  with  the 
various  countries  involved.  I  think  this 
kind  of  legislation  should  be  reviewed 
more  often  than  every  6  years. 

I  ask  that  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
amendment. 
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Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  rejected.  Those  who 
plant  sugarcane  and  all  the  nations 
which  sell  sugar  to  the  United  States 
are  engaged  in  the  planting  of  sugar¬ 
cane — must  plant  their  crop  on  a  3 -year 
basis.  In  other  words,  from  the  time 
the  cane  is  planted  until  it  is  finally 
harvested,  3  years  are  required.  The 
planters  need  to  make  their  plans  ahead 
of  time,  based  on  the  market  available 
to  them. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  Senator  accept  a  3-year  limi¬ 
tation? 

Mr.  LONG.  No;  I  would  not. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  was  making  the  argument  that  3 
years  were  needed. 

Mr.  LONG.  ’This  point  itself  indicates 
that  the  nations  trading  with  the  United 
States  need  to  plant  on  a  fairly  long¬ 
term  basis  and  need  to  know  in  advance 
what  markets  will  be  available  to  them 
when  they  clear  new  land  in  order  to 
make  sugar  available. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  both 
sides  yield  back  the  remainder  of  their 
time? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  time  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  1-12-56-A  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  3,  line  3, 
after  “Sec.  6”,  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
“(a).” 

On  page  4,  after  line  10,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  the  following  new  subsection : 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  set  aside,  out  of 
the  increases  provided  by  the  amendment 
made  by  this  section  in  the  quota  for  do¬ 
mestic  beet  sugar,  a  reasonable  amount  to 
be  used  as  a  reserve  for  establishing  or  ad¬ 
justing  proportionate  shares  for  farms  on 
reclamation  projects  on  which  new  acreage 
suitable  for  production  of  sugar  beets  has 
been  made  avaiiable. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  mod¬ 
ify  my  amendment  on  page  1,  lines  4 
and  5,  by  striking  out  the  words  “and 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Barkley  in  the  chair) .  Is  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  own  modification  to  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  modified  as  request¬ 
ed. 
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Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment,  with  the 
words  “and  directed”  taken  out,  is  mere¬ 
ly  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  in  his  discretion,  to  set  aside,  in 
certain  cases,  a  reasonable  amount  of 
land  for  sugar-beet  production.  He 
might  decide  not  to  set  aside  an  acre. 
He  might  find  it  reasonable  to  set  aside 
a  few  acres  on  new  lands.  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  primarily  directed  to  lands  in 
the  West  which  are  under  irrigation  and 
reclamation.  In  the  Columbia  Basin  in 
my  own  State,  as  well  as  in  lands  in 
Utah,  Wyoming,  and  Idaho,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  spent  great  sums  of  money — 
in  the  Columbia  Basin  alone  over  a  half 
billion  dollars — to  reclaim  land  for 
small,  family-size  farms,  the  average 
being  from  25  to  30  acres,  where  land- 
owners  or  tenants  on  the  land  have 
agreed  to  pay  back  money  which  they 
have  invested  in  the  land. 

Most  of  the  farms  are  small  ones  and 
are  occupied  by  veterans  who  had  priori¬ 
ties  and  who  were  encouraged  to  occupy 
the  lands  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  all 
the  other  agencies  involved,  and  start 
small  family  farms.  They  were  encour¬ 
aged  in  some  cases  to  grow  sugar  beets. 
Sugar  beets  would  be  a  very  small  cash 
crop.  Under  the  bill  1  percent  for  new 
lands  is  provided.  Those  lands  would  be 
located  in  the  States  of  Washington, 
Wyoming,  Utah,  and  Idaho,  and  would 
comprise  such  a  small  amount  that  it 
would  not  take  care  of  any  of  the  new 
settlers.  Sugar  beets  would  be  what  is 
termed  a  cash  crop. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Would  the  Senator 
be  willing  to  restrict  his  amendment  to 
beet  sugar?  We  have  no  reclamation 
projects  in  Louisiana  or  Florida  which 
might  be  used  to  divert  some  of  our  cane 
sugar  acreage. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  would  be  willing 
to  restrict  my  amendment  to  beet  sugar, 
because  that  is  all  I  am  talking  about. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator  so 
modify  his  amendment? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  so  modify  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  modifies  his 
amendment  accordingly. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
used  the  word  “sugar.”  We  do  not  raise 
cane  sugar.  I  have  listened  to  the  debate 
concerning  foreign  countries.  It  seems 
to  me  we  have  been  pretty  liberal  with 
foreign  countries  providing  them  sugar 
quotas.  We  surely  have  some  responsi¬ 
bility  to  take  care  of  veterans  who  were 
almost  pushed  upon  the  land  to  which  I 
have  referred  and  who  were  encouraged 
to  take  up  farming  there.  It  seems  to 
me  we  could  at  least  take  a  step  which 
would  enable  them  to  pay  back  and  make 
good  their  obligation  to  the  Government 
by  allowing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
discretion  in  some  cases  to  allocate  a 
very,  very  smaU  proportion  of  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  to  these  farmers.  About  92  per¬ 
cent  of  the  persons  who  go  on  these  small 
tracts  are  veterans. 

distinguished  Senator  from  Utah 
said  to  me  a  few  moments  ago  that  there 


would  not  be  any  unused  land.  In  that 
event  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would 
make  no  allotments  to  sugar  beet  pro¬ 
duction  to  new  lands.  All  I  am  asking  is 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  have 
discretion  and  authority  in  cases — and 
they  are  very  few — ^where  the  land  is 
available  and  the  Government  is  encour¬ 
aging  the  farmers  to  raise  sugar  beets 
on  it.  We  spent  millions  of  dollars  so 
that  the  land  could  be  utilized.  I  think 
we  have  a  greater  obligation  to  those 
farmers  than  we  have  to  Cuba,  Peru,  and 
other  foreign  countries.  The  quota  in¬ 
volved  would  be  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  amount  bding  allotted  to  foreign 
countries.  It  seems  to  me  we  owe  an 
obligation  first  to  our  own  people. 

I  know  the  historic  growers  of  sugar 
beets  pi'obably  will  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment.  Senators  who  have  in  their  States 
more  historic  growers  of  sugar  beets  than 
there  are  in  my  State  have  talked  to  me 
about  it.  However,  I  am  sure  that  a  fair 
analysis  of  the  amendment  will  convince 
them  that  new  farmers,  who  are  mainly 
young  married  people  on  these  reclaimed 
lands  should  have  a  chance  to  benefit 
from  this  apparently  very  important 
agricultural  crop. 

I  think  we  have  been  very  liberal  with 
foreign  countries.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  vote  to  help  them,  but,  surely,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  have 
some  discretion  so  that  he  can  take  care 
of  this  problem  affecting  irrigated  lands 
on  which  we  have  spent  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars. 

There  will  be  such  farmers  in  Wyo¬ 
ming.  They  are  primarily  young  peo¬ 
ple  and  veterans.  Tlie  amendment 
would  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
discretionary  authority  to  set  aside  some 
lands  for  sugar-beet  production.  Per¬ 
haps  in  a  given  year  he  would  not  set 
any  land  aside. 

I  voted  for  the  Fulbright  amendment 
for  2  years.  If  the  bill  as  it  now  is  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  is  passed  the  farmers 
to  whom  I  have  made  reference  will 
never  have  a  chance  to  come  under  the 
program.  If  the  amendment  is  not 
adopted,  we  will  be  saying  to  American 
veterans  who  are  encouraged  to  go  in¬ 
to  farming,  “You  shall  not  be  allowed 
to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  this  law  under 
any  circumstances,  because  we  have 
given  so  much  to  foreign  countries.  You 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  devote  1  acre  to 
sugar  beets.” 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr,  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Ml-.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Yesterday  I  “stated 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  42,OQO 
acres  out  of  a  total  acreage  of  850,000 
acres  were  not  planted  last  year.  I  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  reallocate 
those  divested  acres  to  other  States.  If 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  did  that, 
there  would  be  acreage  which  would  be 
available  for  people  in  the  State  of 
Washington  and  in  my  State.  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  that  I  agree  whole¬ 
heartedly  with  him. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  stricken 
from  my  amendment  the  words  “and  di¬ 
rected.”  I  think  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  should  have  leeway.  It  might 
be  that  in  a  given  year  he  might  not 


February  8 

care  to  use  his  authority.  But,  with¬ 
out  the  amendment,  the  bill  would  fore¬ 
close  new  farmers  for  6  years.  They  are 
usually  young  married  people  who  have 
gone  on  the  land  to  farm.  We  would  be 
saying  to  them,  “You  shall  not  raise  one 
single  sugar  beet.”  I  think  that  is  un¬ 
fair. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
refer  to  land  which  has  been  brought  in 
under  Government  projects? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  situation  is 
that  we  have  appropriated  large  sums 
to  bring  the  land  under  cultivation,  and 
now  we  are  asked  to  give  a  special  sub¬ 
sidy  to  grow  beets  on  it.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  would  not  give 
the  farmers  on  the  land  subsidies.  We 
would  merely  allow  them  to  grow  beets. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  would  not 
receive  payments  for  their  production. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  know 
what  payments  they  would  receive.  I 
suppose  they  would  receive  the  same 
payments  received  by  other  beet  grow¬ 
ers.  This  is  land  on  which  they  have 
invested  money,  and  they  wish  to  pay 
back  their  obligations. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  From  payments 
received  for  gfowing  beets? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  This  is  the  most 
productive  land  in  the  whole  United 
(os 

Mr.  ’  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Washington 
yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  am  in  thorough 
sympathy  with  the  objectives  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Washington,  but  under  our  restrictive 
sugar  program  probably  after  a  man 
gets  through  fighting  for  his  country, 
we  are  placed  in  the  embarrassing  posi¬ 
tion  of  encouraging  him  to  take  his 
family  and  go  to  Cuba  or  some  other 
country  in  order  to  produce  sugar. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  He  might  go  to 
Peru  and  raise  sugar.  Cuba  is  a  little 
overcrowded,  but  he  might  go  to  Peru. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  He  can  fight  for 
his  country,  but  cannot  grow  sugar  for 
Americans  to  consume. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  My  amendment 
does  not  in  any  way  touch  the  quotas 
which  the  committee  has  wisely  set;  it 
merely  provides  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may,  if  he  finds  a  way, 
under  given  circumstances,  allot  to  a 
few  farmers  just  a  little  bit  of  the  sugar 
production.  The  amendment  gives  him 
authority  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  some  time  re¬ 
maining,  have  I  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has. 

The  Chair  suggests  that  the  language 
of  the  amendment  is  limited  to  beet 
sugar,  so  it  is  not  necessary  to  amend 
the  amendment  in  order  to  take  care  of 
the  point  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  That  is  correct; 
and  we  are  not  going  to  raise  any  cane 
sugar. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  How  about  ba¬ 
nanas? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  might  raise 
some  bananas.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  read  a  letter 
which  came  to  me  from  the  Columbia 
Basin  Commission.  The  letter  does  not 
come  from  a  chamber  of  commerce,  but 
comes  from  the  official  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  agency  charged  with  operation 
of  the  Columbia  Basin.  Naturally,  they 
are  the  ones  who  have  made  the  sug¬ 
gestion.  The  letter  reads  as  follows: 

State  ot  Washington, 

Columbia  Basin  Commission, 
Ephrata,  Wash.,  February  2,  1956. 
Senator  Wabren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Offi.ce  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Thank  you  very  much  for 
your  telegram  yesterday  and  the  assurance 
that  you  will  continue  the  effort  to  get 
sugar  beets  for  the  basin  when  the  sugar 
legislation  reaches  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
I  want  to  thank  you  again  for  the  excellent 
help  and  cooperation  that  you  gave  us  when 
the  effort  was  made  to  get  committee  ap¬ 
proval  in  the  hearing  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee. 

The  committee’s  action  was  somewhat  of 
a  shock  to  the  Columbia  Basin,  and  farmers 
here  are  constantly  calling  meetings  to  con¬ 
sider  what  to  do.  There  is  no  doubt  but 
that  the  growers  here  feel  that  the  right  to 
grow  sugar  beets  is  one  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant,  if  not  the  most  important,  need  at  the 
present  time.  There  are  many  who  even  put 
sugar  beets  ahead  of  appropriations  and 
farm  flnanclng.  I  have  assured  them  that 
you  are  doing  everything  possible  to  get  that 
right  for  us. 

In  meetings  held  by  water  users  Tuesday 
and  Wednesday,  there  were  expressions  Indi¬ 
cating  that  the  farmers  could  not  go  along 
with  the  stand  of  the  committee,  which  re¬ 
portedly  said  that  the  amendment  called  for 
earmarking  beet  acreage  and  would  cause 
inequalities  and  ineffectiveness  in  adminis¬ 
tering  the  act.  To  say  that  we  are  asking 
for  special  privileges  is  to  say  that  we  are 
asking  for  nothing  more  than  the  old  grow¬ 
ers  are  asking  for  and  obviously  expect  to  get. 
The  legislation  as  it  now  stands  certainly 
gives  them  special  consideration  by  assign¬ 
ing  all  of  the  normal-growth  factor  to  them 
if  they  want  it  and  even  keeps  acreage  from 
new  growers  if  the  old  growers  don’t  want  it. 

We  are  not  asking  and  never  have  asked 
that  any  definite  acreage  be  earmarked  for 
the  Columbia  Basin  or  any  other  project. 
We  just  don’t  want  to  be  discriminated 
against  to  the  point  where  we  cannot  get 
acreage  which  it  seems  to  us  this  legislation 
does.  We  only  want  the  right  to  get  acreage 
on  a  basis  equal  to  everyone  else,  and  we 
believe  we  can  sell  our  proposition  to  proc¬ 
essors  and  others. 

There  is  a  great  fear  out  here  that  if  the 
legislation  passes  without  your  amendment, 
we  will  be  out  in  the  cold  for  so  long  that  it 
will  be  questionable  whether  some  of  our 
farmers  can  survive.  The  legislation  as  it 
now  stands,  continues  this  Sugar  Act  until 
1962,  and  if  we  are  denied  sugar  beets  until 
then,  we  will  have  to  face  an  obstacle  that 
could  easily  be  disastrous. 

I  am  sure  that  you  understand  the  condi¬ 
tion  here  very  well,  and  ^  behalf  of  the 
Columbia  Basin  farmers  and  at  their  request, 
I  am  asking  that  you  do  everything  you  can 
for  us.  I  want  you  to  know,  too,  that  I  per¬ 
sonally  realize  the  magnitude  of  the  task  we 
are  asking  you  to  perform,  but  I  am  not  sure 
that  everyone  out  here  is  aware  of  that. 

We  talked  quite  at  length  with  Senator 
Morse  when  we  were  there,  explaining  our 
sugar  problem  to  him,  and  I  believe  we  have 
,hls  wholehearted  support  ,and  he  said  he 
would  do  whatever  he  oould  to  help  us. 


If  there  Is  anything  that  you  can  suggest 
that  we  should  do,  we  will  certainly  be  very 
glad  to  do  it.  Again  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  the  splendid  cooperation  you  have  given 
us  in  the  past. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Hubert  H.  Walter, 
Administrative  Assistant. 

In  the  letter,  Mr.  President,  I  empha¬ 
size  particularly  the  sentence: 

The  legislation  as  it  now  stands  certainly 
gives  them  special  consideration  by  assign¬ 
ing  all  of  the  normal  growth  factor  to  them 
if  they  want  It  and  even  keeps  acreage  from 
new  growers  if  the  old  growers  don’t  want  it. 

That  is  the  point  I  made  before. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  desire  to  thank  my 
colleague  for  the  very  fine  statement  he 
has  made,  and  I  wish  to  join  him  in  ad¬ 
vocacy  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.-  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Washington  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  very  happy  to 
support  the  amendment.  If  there  is  to 
be  an  increase,  I  think  the  veterans 
should  have  an  opportunity  to  receive 
some  of  the  acreage. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Washington  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Washington  for  yielding  to  me. 

I  wish  the  Record  to  show,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  my  request  that  the  Senator’s 
amendment  be  limited  to  beet  sugar,  that 
two  things  are  true  regarding  our  cane- 
sugar  acreage:  First,  there  are  no  recla¬ 
mation  projects  at  all  in  the  States. of 
Florida  and  Louisiana;  second,  the  av¬ 
erage  yield  per  acre  has  increased  so 
greatly  that,  in  the  case  of  my  State  it 
has  caused  a  drastic  reduction  of  acres. 
I  hold  in  my  hand  a  statement  concern¬ 
ing  a  typical  grower  in  Florida,  which 
shows,  between  1953  and  1956,  a  loss  of 
33  percent  of  the  acreage  of  productive 
cane-sugar  area  belonging  to  that  grow¬ 
er,  solely  due  to  the  production  of  more 
tons  of  sugar  per  acre.  So  in  recent  years 
the  process  has  been  one  of  constant 
shrinkage,  insofar  as  the  acreage  he  has 
employed  is  concerned. 

Mr.  BENNETT  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
two  Senators  from  Washington,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  as  well  as  the  attention  of  my 
other  colleagues. 

I  read  now  from  paragraph  (b)  of 
section  302  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended;  this  is  the  present  law.  I  shall 
read  the  entire  paragraph,  but  the  end  of 
the  paragraph  is  the  most  important 
part: 

(b)  In  determining  the  proportionate 
shares  with  respect  to  a  farm,  the  Secretary 


2021 

may  take  Into  consideration  the  past  produc¬ 
tion  on  the  farm  of  sugar  beets  and  sugar¬ 
cane  marketed  (or  processed)  for  the  extrac¬ 
tion  of  sugar  or  liquid  sugar  and  the  ability 
to  produce  such  sugar  beets  or  sugarcane, 
and  the  Secretary  shall — ■ 

The  word  was  “may”  at  first,  but  now 
it  is  “shall” — 

insofar  as  practicable,  protect  the  Interests 
of  new  producers  and  small  producers  and 
the  Interests  of  producers  who  are  cash  ten¬ 
ants,  share  tenants,  adherent  planters,  or 
share  croppers. 

I  think  the  Secretaiy  already  has  all 
the  authority  this  amendment  could 
convey  to  him,  for  he  is  instructed  to 
“protect  the  interests  of  new  producers.” 

I  hope  we  will  continue  to  depend 
upon  this  very  clear  statement  in  the 
law,  rather  than  to  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Utah  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  familiar  with 
that  section,  but  that  applies  to  the  1 
percent. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No,  it  says  nothing 
about  the  1  percent. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  does  not  the 
act  provide  1  percent  for  new  acreage? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  says: 

The  Secretary  shall.  Insofar  as  practicable, 
protect  the  interests  of  new  producers  and 
small  producers. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  does  not  that 
provision  apply  to  the  1  percent?  The 
Secretary  has  leeway  only  to  the  extent 
of  the  1  percent,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  understand  that 
is  a  plain  statement  of  general  power. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  in  that  case 
he  has  a  leeway  of  only  1  percent. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  decision  to  limit 
it  to  1  percent  was  an  administrative 
decision.  So  the  Secretary  has  the  pow¬ 
er  to  change  his  own  administrative 
decision,  and  to  increase  that  amount 
in  the  State  of  Washington,  for  new 
producers,  if  he  wishes  to  do  so. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  can  read  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah  the  testimony  of 
those  who  feel  that  he  did  not  have 
that  authority  or,  if  he  did,  that  it 
would  apply  to  only  1  percent,  which  is 
less  than  300  ,  acres  in  my  State. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  a  problem  of 
administrative  solution. 

If  the  representatives  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  Basin  Commission  could  present 
their  problem  to  the  Secretary,  in  view 
of  this  new  legislation,  I  am  sure  he 
would  give  them  sympathetic  consid¬ 
eration.  But  I  do  not  think  anything 
would  be  added  to  his  present  powers 
by  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  add  to  his  present  powers. 
The  best  information  I  obtain  from  the 
persons  concerned  is  that  adoption  of 
this  amendment  is  necessary  for  them. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  Pi’esident,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  the  time  under 
my  control. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
available  has  either  been  consumed  or 
yielded  back. 
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The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  MagnusonJ.  [Putting  the 
question.] 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendment  is  open  to  further 
amendment.  If  there  be  no  further 
amendment,  the  question  is  on  agreeing 
to  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to.  _ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  Pi'esident,  un¬ 
der  the  unanimous-consent  agreement, 

1  understand  that  time  is  available  for 
debate  on  the  question  of  final  passage, 
and  is  under  the  control  of  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Unless  some  Senators  desire  to  submit 
requests  for  time  to  the  minority  leader, 
the  minority  leader  is  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  time  under  his  control,  if  the 
acting  majority  leader  is  prepared  to  do 
likewise. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  the 
acting  majority  leader  is  in  complete  ac¬ 
cord  with  that  suggestion,  except  he  un¬ 
derstands  that  one  Senator  desires  to 
make  some  comments. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  In  fact,  several 
Senators  on  this  side  are  in  the  same 
situation. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  AllottI. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized  for 

2  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  during 
the  past  2  days  we  have  completed  con¬ 
sideration  of  what  is  commonly  known  as 
the  Sugar  Act.  It  has  been  a  very  tech¬ 
nical,  very  detailed,  and  a  very  toilsome 
process. 

I  believe  I  speak  for  all  those  in  the 
West,  particularly,  when  I  extend  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Be^jnettI 
our  thanks  for  the  magnificent  and 
scholarly  way  in  which  he  has  handled 
this  very  complex  subject.  All  citizens 
of  the  country  who  grow  sugar  cane  or 
beets  are  indebted  to  him  for  the  mas¬ 
terly  way  in  which  he  has  handled  this 
legislation  on  the  floor;  and  I  am  happy 
and  proud  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
congratulate  him. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  wish  to  join  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado  in 
commending  the  junior  Senator  from 
Utah  for  his  untiring  efforts,  not  only 
wlule  the  bill  has  been  imder  consider¬ 
ation  in  the  Senate  this  week,  but  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year,  in  preparing  the  bill 
for  preseritation  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  think  he  has  done  an  admirable 
job.  He  is  entitled  to  great  credit,  and 
I  am  happy  to  join  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado  in  com¬ 
mending  him. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
expired. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me 
5  minutes? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATICINS.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  I  am 
delighted  to  hear  the  statements  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  AllottI 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr, 
Barrett]  with  respect  to  my  colleague 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  I  wish  to 
join  with  them  in  the  commendation 
they  have  expressed  for  the  very  fine 
work  he  has  performed  in  connection 
with  this  problem.  He  has  worked  for 
more  than  a  year  in  an  effort  to  develop 
a  program  which  would  be  satisfactory 
to  the  sugar  producers  of  the  United 
States,  to  Members  of  Congress,  and  to 
the  administration,  particularly  the 
State  Department. 

He  has  had  a  difficult  task,  and  he 
has  executed  it  with  a  great  deal  of  abil¬ 
ity  and  eflaciency.  In  the  beginning 
there  was  such  a  difference  of  opinion 
among  various  groups  that  it  seemed 
impossible  to  bring  them  into  agree¬ 
ment..  Largely  as  a  result  of  the  work 
of  my  colleague,  we  have  now  arrived 
at  the  point  where  we  can  say  that  his 
work  in  that  field  has  been  very  suc¬ 
cessful.  We  now  commend  him  for  the 
work  he  has  done. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  join  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Utah  in  his 
commendation  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah  for  his  work  in  connection 
with  the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act. 

The  extension  of  this  act  means  a 
great  deal  to  the  sugar  beet  growers  of 
the  State  of  Michigan;  and  I  wish  to 
join  my  colleague  in  commending  not 
only  the  junior  Senator  from  Utah,  but 
also  members  of  the  Committee  on  Fi¬ 
nance,  for  bringing  forth  a  bill  which, 
possibly,  some  of  us  would  like  to  have 
seen  a  little  different,  but  which,  of 
necessity,  must  represent  a  compromise. 
I  join  heartily  in  the  commendation. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
prepared  a  statement  to  make  on  the 
particular  measure  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  points  which  I  had  intended 
to  discuss  have  been  discussed  by  various 
other  Senators  during  the  2  days’  debate, 
so  I  shall  not  read  the  statement  which 
I  have  prepared,  but  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  may  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Watkins 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  pass  H.  B.  7030,  as 
amended  by  the  Finance  Committee.  I  shall 
be  brief  and  will  limit  my  remarks  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  why,  as  provided  by  the  Finance 
Committee  amendment,  American  farmers 
ought  to  be  given  a  larger  share  of  the  pro¬ 
duction  needed  to  meet  our  growing  domestic 
sugar  requirements. 

The  demand  for  sugar,  as  we  all  know,  has 
continued  to  increase  as  our  population  has 
Increased.  One  authority  has  estimated  this 
increase  tp  be  135,000  short  tons,  raw  value 


per  year  based  upon  an  annual  2.5  million 
addition  to  total  population,  which  has  been 
the  annual  Increase  for  several  years.  Per 
capita  sugar  consumption  has  also  increased 
over  the  years  from  18  pounds  to  96.2  pounds 
during  the  period  1860-1954,  which  also  saw 
our  total  population  Increase  from  31.4  mil¬ 
lion  to  some  164  million. 

So  that  the  Senate  may  have  a  concise  but 
comprehensive  picture  of  the  domestic  sugar 
industry,  which  will  be  aifected  by  the  action 
it  takes,  let  me  digress  just  a  moment  and 
call  these  facts  to  its  attention: 

1.  Sugar  beets  are  grown  as  a  cash  crop 
in  22  of  our  western  and  north  central  States 
on  some  27,965  farms.  In  1954,  the  latest 
year  for  which  reliable  figures  are  available, 
the  total  farm  value  of  the  beet  crop  was 
$185,828,000. 

2.  Sugarcane  grown  for  sugar  was  grown  as 
a  cash  crop  on  3,908  farms  in  Louisiana  and 
Florida  during  1954  with  a  total  farm  value 
of  $55,713,000. 

3.  In  1955  there  were  some  70-odd  sugar 
beet  factories  in  operation,  57  cane  mills,  and 
some  refineries.  The  Investment  in  land, 
plant,  and  equipment,  which  this  part  of  the 
sugar  Industry  represents,  totaled  over  one- 
third  of  a  billion  dollars. 

4.  Some  300,000  seasonal  workers  are  given 
employment  during  the  planting  and  har¬ 
vesting  season;  some  70,000  plant  workers 
depend  for  a  livelihood  upon  the  production 
of  domestic  sugar;  and  some  50,000  pro¬ 
ducers  depend  upon  sugar  beets  and  cane  for 
a  large  part  of  their  cash  income. 

6.  Domestic  consumers  have  benefited 
prlcewlse  from  the  operation  of  the  Sugar 
Act  and  domestic  sugar  productions  For 
example,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that 
whereas  sugar  cost  13.5  cents  per  pound  in 
1870,  we  consumers  paid  only  8  cents  per 
pound  in  1953.  Relative  to  other  food  prices, 
sugar  prices  have  risen  less  since  1940.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
wholesale  price  index  the  combined  1952 
price  of  all  foods  was  254  percent  of  the 
1940  prices;  sugar  by.  comparison  was  only 
195  percent  of  the  price  prevailing  in  1940. 

I  should  like  to  take  a  minute  or  two  and 
point  out  the  Importance  an  expanded  do¬ 
mestic  sugar-beet  Industry  has  to  western 
agriculture.  As  you  know,  one  of  the  major 
problems  which  has  served  to  help  pile  up 
the  burdensome  $8  billion  surpluses,  which 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  now  has 
on  hand,  is  that  a  great  many  farmers  lack 
substantial  diversified  production  opportuni¬ 
ties.  They  continue  to  produce  the  same 
crop  regardless  of  the  price  received,  regard¬ 
less  of  supplies  already  on  hand,  and  regard¬ 
less  of  what  it  does  in  the  way  of  "mining" 
our  soil  reserves,  , 

In  western  agriculture,  the  growing  of 
sugar  beets  is  important  in  maintaining  di¬ 
versified  or  rotation  farming.  This  is  so 
because — 

1.  Sugar  beets  return  everything  they  take 
from  the  soil.  They  serve  to  promote  soil 
equilibrium  when  grown  in  rotation  with 
hay,  grains,  and  legumes. 

2.  As  Senators  know,  the  major  agricul¬ 
tural  industry  of  the  Intermountain  area  is 
livestock  production.  In  Utah,  farmers  de¬ 
rived  in  1954  some  70  percent  of  their  Income 
from  that  source  compared  to  a  national 
average  of  55  percent.  The  byproducts  of 
beet  sugar — tops,  molasses,  and  pulp — pro¬ 
vide  a  rich  and  very  necessary  source  of  sup¬ 
plemental  feed  for  livestock  in  an  area  gen¬ 
erally  considered  to  be  a  deficit  feed  area. 
Experiments  carried  out  at  our  Western 
States  experiment  stations  show  that  the  by¬ 
products  from  1  acre  of  beets,  if  properly 
fed,  will  produce  300  pounds  of  meat. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  that  per  capita  beef  consumption  has 
Increased  some  24  poimds  since  1950. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates 
that  by  1960  we  will  need  2  billion  more' 
pounds  of  meat  each  year  if  our  projected 
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population  requirements  are  to  be  met.  It 
is  estimated  that  by  1975  beef  production 
will  need  to  be  Increased  46  percent  over 
that  prevailing  in  1950  to  meet  consumer 
demand.  This  will  require  more  feeder  live¬ 
stock  for  finishing  in  the  Midwest  and  on 
the  west  coast.  As  Senators  know,  the  bulk 
of  cattle  In  our  area  is  not  slaughter  cattle. 
Rather  the  great  ranges  of  our  mountains 
and  desert  areas  primarily  produce  feeder 
cattle.  But  in  order  to  build  larger  breeding 
herds  to  meet  future  needs  more  feed  is  going 
to  be  required  especially  for  winter  feeding. 
It  Is  in  this  respect  that  the  byproducts  of 
sugar  beets — ^tops,  pulp,  and  molasses — play 
such  an  Important  role.  Greater  amounts 
will  be  needed  in  the  future  and  this  re¬ 
quires  obviously  a  larger  acreage  allotment 
for  the  production  of  domestic  sugar  beets. 
I  should  like  also  to  point  out  that  the  bulk 
of  the  grains,  legumes,  and  hay  produced  in 
rotation  with  sugar  beets  in  the  Western 
States  are  likewise  fed  to  livestock.  They 
do  not  find  their  way  to  Government  ware¬ 
houses  in  any  appreciable  quantity. 

The  present  Sugar  Act  quota  provisions, 
however,  restricts  the  domestic  beet  area’s 
production  to  only  1,800,000  short  tons,  raw 
value  based  upon  an  annual  estimated  need 
of  8  million  short  tons  raw  value.  Although 
the  actual  distribution  reqiUred  to  meet  our 
needs  actually  exceeded  this  statutory  esti¬ 
mate  of  8  million  tons  in  1952,  1953,  1954, 
and  1955,  respectively.  Unless  this  quota 
is  adjusted  upward,  as  provided  by  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  Amendment  to  H.  R.  7030, 
the  following  adverse  effects  upon  western 
agriculture  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole  will 
readily  become  more  apparent: 

1.  A  fiuther  decline  in  farm  income. 

2.  Less  not  more  diversified  agriculture 
with  continued  loss  of  flexibility  in  planting 
alternatives  and  less  opportunity  for  farm¬ 
ers  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
prices. 

3.  Continued  deterioration  of  our  soil  and 
water  resources  at  a  very  time  when  all  of 
us  are  Interested  in  maintaining  soil  fer¬ 
tility  for  future  use. 

4.  Adverse  effect  upon  livestock  produc¬ 
tion  for  future  projected  needs. 

The  present  law  serves  to  deny  domestic 
beet  and  cane  producers  an  opportunity  to 
expand,  to  grow,  and  to  develop.  This  re¬ 
striction  upon  acreage  in  the  beet  areas 
coupled  with  technological  progress  in  beet 
farming  has  served  to  work  real  hardships  on 
farmers  at  a  time  when  every  sector  of  the 
economy  except  agriculture  is  enjoying  un¬ 
precedented  prosperity  and  economic  growth. 

New  seed  strains,  use  of  fertilizers,  better 
methods  of  cultivation  resulted  in  an  in¬ 
creased  yield  per  acre  from  13.6  tons  in  1948 
to  16.0  tons  in  1954.  Expressed  another  way, 
the  average  yield,  raw  value,  per  planted 
acre  for  the  three  years  ending  in  1950  was 
1.92  tons^  For  the  three  year  period  ending 
in  1954,  that  yield  per  planted  acre  increased 
to  2.2  tons — a  15  percent  gain.  The  effect 
of  technological  development  for  output  is 
easy  to  see.  For  example,  the  acreage  of 
sugar  beets  in  1954  was  878,000  acres,  yet 
the  production  was  1,998,000  short  tons,  raw 
value — 198,000  short  tons  in  excess  of  its 
quota. 

This  has  necessitated  a  decrease  in  the 
acreage  allotment  required  to  meet  the  do¬ 
mestic  beet  areas  quota  of  180,000  tons  raw 
value.  For  example,  the  beet  acreage  in 
1954  was  944,000  acres  and  for  1955  it  was 
set  at  850,000  acres — a  10  percent  decrease. 

Because  of  acreage  restrictions,  two  ad¬ 
verse  situations  have  resulted: 

1.  Acreage  released  from  sugar  beet  pro¬ 
duction  have  been  diverted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  other  crops,  many  of  which  were 
already  in  surplus  and  which  were  under 
price  support  during  a  period  which  saw  the 
parity  ratio  fall  from  92  percent  in  Decem¬ 
ber  1953  to  80  in  December  1955. 


2.  Large  numbers  of  farmers  have  simply 
had  to  stop  producing  beets  because  their 
allotments  are  so  small  that  it  is  not  eco¬ 
nomical  to  produce  them.  Labor  costs  are 
too  high  if  the  beets  must  be  hoed,  thinned, 
and  topped  by  hand,  and  it  doesn’t  pay  to 
buy  expensive  mechanical  equipment  to  do 
these  jobs  unless  it  can  be  applied  to  the 
optimum  sized  land  area  which  can  reduce 
per  unit  costs  of  output  to  the  lowest  pos¬ 
sible  point. 

Yet  on  the  other  hand,  acreage  restrictions 
and  low  prices  for  other  alternative  crops 
have  created  a  great  demand  by  farmers  for 
an  adequate  proportionate  share  of  the  do¬ 
mestic  sugarbeet  quota. 

When  farmers  have  several  crop  produc¬ 
tion  alternatives,  their  choices  are  largely 
determined,  other  things  being  equal  (re¬ 
sources,  know-how,  etc.),  by  the  price  rela¬ 
tionship  between  these  various  alternatives. 
When  one  examines  these  relationships  in 
terms  of  the  farm  price  as  a  percentage  of 
the  parity  price,  it  is  not  too  difficult  to  see 
why  farmers  in  our  domestic  beet  areas  are 
demanding,  and  I  believe  rightly  so,  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  grow  beets. 

For  example,  while  the  price  of  sugar  for 
the  years  1948-54  has  averaged  93  percent  of 
parity  as  of  November  1955,  the  price  of  sugar 
stood  at  98  percent  of  parity.  Compare  this 
with  the  parij;y  prices  of  other  crops  grown 
in  rotation  with  sugar  beets: 

1.  Barley:  Parity  price  has  declined  from 
81  to  69  percent  of  parity  1954  to  1955. 

2.  Oats:  Parity  price  declined  during  the 
same  period  from  88  percent  to  74  percent  of 
parity. 

3.  Grain  sorghums:  Declined  from  87  to  69 
percent  of  parity. 

4.  Potatoes :  Parity  price  has  declined  from 
70  percent  in  1954  to  57  in  1955. 

5.  Beans:  From  93  to  73  percent  of  parity. 

Certainly,  we  can  recognize  the  need,  in 

light  of  the  sober  facts  I  have  presented,  to 
permit  American  farmers  to  supply  a  larger 
percent  of  our  domestic  sugar  needs  than 
that  permitted  by  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 
Farmers  caught  in  a  cost-price  squeeze,  as 
they  have  been  since  soon  after  the  end  of 
the  Korean  war,  ought  to  have  the  greatest 
possible  freedom  and  flexibility  to  produce 
those  commodities  in  growing  demand,  which 
offer  the  best  income  alternative.  The  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar  beets,  as  these  figures  indi¬ 
cate,  is  one  such  bright  alternative. 

I  believe  that  the  least  the  Congress  can 
do  to  assist  these  farmers  is  to  provide  for 
the  modest  increase  in  the  domestic  quota 
provided  by  H.  R.  7030  as  amended  by  the 
Finance  Committee.  This  provides  that  55 
percent  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture’s  annual  estimated  needs 
exceeds  8,350,000  short  tons,  raw  value  shall 
be  added  to  the  basic  quota  now  provided  in 
the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  follows: 

1.  Of  the  first  such  165,000  tons,  51.5  per¬ 
cent  is  to  be  added  to  the  basic  sugar  quota 
of  1,800,000  tons  of  the  beet  area,  and  48.5 
percent  to  the  basic  quota  of  500,000  tons  of 
the  cane  area. 

2.  The  next  20,000  tons  is  to  be  added  to 
Puerto  Rico’s  basic  quota  of  1,080,000  tons. 

3.  The  next  3,000  tons  to  the  Virgin  Islands 
basic  quota  of  12,000  tons. 

4.  If  any  remains  of  the  55  percent  of  the 
amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  estimated 
needs  exceeds  8,350,000  tons,  it  is  to  be  ap¬ 
portioned  on  the  basis  of  the  basic  quotas 
of  the  domestic  suppliers, 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  in  conclusion  that  I  am  in  full  sup¬ 
port  of  the  measure  which  has  finally 
been  hammered  out  in  committee  nego¬ 
tiations  and  in  the  various  other  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Senate,  to  the  point  where  it 
is  now  ready  for  passage.  The  people  of 
my  State  engaged  in  agriculture — in  fact, 


all  the  people  of  the  State,  because  they 
all  benefit  from  agriculture — ^will  be 
pleased  by  favorable  action  by  the  Senate 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  quite  sure  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah  would 
also  wish  to  say  a  few  words  in  commen¬ 
dation  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Millikin]  ,  who  cannot  be  with 
us.  During  the  many  years  he  has  been 
in  the  Senate  he  has  worked  untiringly 
for  the  sugar  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  by  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  with  respect  to  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado.  We  have  all  noted 
over  the  years  his  untiring  labors  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  industries  of  the  United 
States,  and  particularly  those  of  the  in¬ 
termountain  States  of  Colorado,  Utah, 
Wyoming,  Idaho,  and  other  States  which 
have  the  same  type  of  agriculture  and 
other  industries.  It  is  one  of  our  regrets 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Colorado, 
who  is  so  greatiy  admired  and  beloved 
by  us  all,  is  unable  to  be  present  on  this 
occasion.  I  am  glad  to  note,  from  reports 
which  I  have  recently  received,  that  he 
is  gradually  gaining  in  strength,  and  we 
hope  and  pray  that  he  will  soon  be  with 
us. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  appreciate  the 
statement  by  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Lancer]  bringing  in  the 
name  of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado.  I  was  very  much  hon¬ 
ored  by  having  the  privilege  of  reading 
his  statement  on  the  bill  as  I  began  my 
participation  in  the  debate.  He  honored 
me  by  giving  me  the  privilege  of  reading 
his  statement.  I  am  happy  that  the  bill 
is  about  to  pass  imder  those  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  1  min¬ 
ute  to  me? 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  senior  Seriator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  join  my  colleagues  across  the 
aisle  in  paying  tribute  to  my  good  friend, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett]. 

I  remember  when  the  bill  was  first 
introduced.  We  were  having  a  great  deal 
of  difficulty  with  the  White  House  and 
the  State  Department,  in  having  a  bill 
enacted  last  year.  It  was  through  the 
efforts  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Utah 
that  we  were  able  to  get  the  various  de¬ 
partments  of  Government — the  State 
Department,  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  the  Department  of  Agriculture — 
together,  so  that  the  bill  could  be  enacted 
so  early  this  year. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Will  the  Senator 
suggest  the  amount  of  time  he  desires? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Less  than  5  min¬ 
utes. 
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Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  6  minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  last 
August  the  House  sent  H.  R.  7030  to  the 
Senate  only  2  days  before  adjournment. 
This  is  the  bill  that  would  restore  the 
right  of  all  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas  to  share  in  the  future  growth  of 
the  United  States  sugar  market. 

Our  domestic  sugar  products  des¬ 
perately  need  our  help — and  they  must 
have  it  now  before  they  plant  their  1956 
crop.  If  Senators  think  we  dare  pro¬ 
crastinate  another  hour,  hark  to  the 
mandate  of  thousands  of  distressed 
sugar  beet  farmers  among  my  constitu¬ 
ents  in  the  great  State  of  Minnesota. 

In  these  times  of  booming  prosperity 
we  are  all  perturbed  to  find  our  farmers 
plagued  by  surplus  production,  declin¬ 
ing  prices,  and  rising  costs.  Explain 
then,  if  you  can,  why  our  fixed  market¬ 
ing  allotments  are  so  low  that  farmers 
in  the  fertile  Red  River  Valley  of  Min¬ 
nesota  and  North  Dakota  must  accept 
a  cut  in  sugar  beet  acreage.  Sugar  is 
not  a  surplus  commodity  in  the  United 
States,  and  they  know  it. 

Yet  the  fixed  quotas  of  the  1948  Sugar 
Act  forced  them  in  1955  to  reduce  by 
15  percent  their  sugar  beet  acreage. 
Orders  for  1956  call  for  holding  the  1955 
level.  To  what  possible  use  can  they 
commit  this  newly  idle  land?  Cer¬ 
tainly  not  potatoes.  They  are  so 
abundant  in  the  Red  River  Valley  that 
one  cannot  give  them  away.  Certainly 
not  corn  or  small  grain,  already  subject 
to  controls  because  of  a  real  surplus. 

And  while  my  Red  River  Valley  farm¬ 
ers  are  pondering  this  dilemma,  they 
read  in  the  Fargo,  N.  Dak.,  Morn¬ 
ing  Forum  (September  11,  1955)  that 
housewives  and  commercial  sugar  users 
in  the  area  were  being  forced  to  use 
cane  sugar  “despite  the  fact  that  there 
is  more  than  enough  beet  sugar  in  the 
Red  River  Valley  to  supply  their  needs.” 

Let  me  quote  further  from  the  Fargo 
Morning  Forum: 

At  least  one  industrial  user  in  Fargo  has 
already  received  cane  sugar.  A  company 
representative  said  that  cane  cost  20  cents 
more  per  100-pound  bag  and  that  it  takes 
from  2  to  3  weeks  longer  to  be  delivered 
after  ordering,  making  it  necessary  to  order 
much  further  in  advance  than  in  the  past. 
He  opined  that  it  was  “kind  of  stupid”  to 
buy  the  cane  when  “they  have  all  the  sugar 
we  need  right  over  in  Moorhead.” 

Let  me  assure  Senators  that  my  beet 
farmer  friends  find  this  predicament 
“kind  of  stupid”  too.  And  so  do  the  fam¬ 
ilies  of  some  300  men  at  1  Minnesota 
procesing  factory  which  ran  out  of  beets 
after  a  50-day  campaign.  A  neighbor¬ 
ing  Iowa  factory  had  an  even  shorter 
run. 

In  Michigan,  too,  sugar-beet  growers 
this  year  will  be  forced  to  accept  an  aver¬ 
age  4  to  5  percent  reduction  in  acreage. 
This  is  their  penalty  for  exceptional 
yields  per  acre  in  1955.  Yet  it  is  the 
only  possible  course  under  a  ceiling  of 
fixed  quotas. 

If  I  may  be  permitted  to  step  across 
into  North  Dakota’s  new  irrigation  proj¬ 
ect,  what  is  in  store  for  farmers  want¬ 
ing  to  grow  sugar  beets  in  the  22-county 
Garrison  Conservancy  District?  Even 
now  they  have  entered  their  petition  for 


a  sugar-beet  program  on  2  million  acres 
of  North  Dakota  land  scheduled  for  irri¬ 
gation. 

I  speak  not  for  my  State  alone.  The 
same  need  prevails  throughout  the  North 
Central  region,  in  fact  in  each  of  the 
22  sugar-beet  States  from  Ohio  and 
Michigan  westward  to  the  Pacific.  It 
prevails,  too,  in  Louisiana  and  Florida, 
where  our  growers  of  sugarcane  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  acreage  curbs  on  land  suit¬ 
able  for  no  other  crop.  Parallel  hard¬ 
ships  extend  to  our  offshore  domestic 
producers  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

It  is  high  time  to  correct  the  inequities 
and  injustices  of  this  act,  which  is  dis¬ 
rupting  the  lives  and  well-being  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  American  families  in  half  the 
States  of  our  Union  where  sugar  is 
produced. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948  was  expressly  designed  as  a 
short-term  measure  to  meet  post-World 
War  II  problems  in  the  production  and 
distribution  of  sugar.  Domestic  sugar- 
producing  areas  were  at  that  time  given 
fixed  quotas  for  a  temporary  period  of  5 
years.  This  period  was  then  adjudged 
of  sufficient  duration  to  enable  neces¬ 
sary  postwar  adjustments  to  be  made  in 
the  foreign  areas  supplying  the  United 
States  sugar  market.  Then  in  1951  that 
act  was  extended  to  December  31,  1956. 
Domestic  quotas  remained  fixed,  al¬ 
though  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands  were  granted  modest  increases. 

It  is  most  important  to  our  delibera¬ 
tions  at  this  time  to  know  that  in  1948, 
and  again  in  1951,  the  Congress  expressly 
stated  that  the  fixed-quota  system  was 
“not  to  be  regarded  as  the  establishment 
of  longtime  national  sugar  pol¬ 
icy.”  Congress  clearly  and  implicitly 
reserved  the  right  to  change  the  act 
whenever  the  need  arose. 

The  domestic  sugar  industry  now  finds 
that  need  acute.  Tremendous  tech¬ 
nological  improvements,  more  efQcient 
and  greatly  mechanized  cultural  meth¬ 
ods,  plus  application  of  research  find¬ 
ings,  have  enabled  sugar  producers  to 
grow  more  sugar  per  acre  than  ever  be¬ 
fore.  Since  1948  sugar-beet  farmers 
have  increased  their  average  tonnage  per 
acre  by  20  percent,  and  growers  of  sugar¬ 
cane  in  Louisiana  and  Florida  have  in¬ 
creased  their  yield  by  more  than  16 
percent. 

The  result  is  that  this  kind  of  dynamic 
progress  is  producing  more  sugar  than 
the  present  law  will  let  enter  the  do¬ 
mestic  industry  market. 

Under  the  Sugar  Act,  of  course,  our 
domestic  producers  are  always  subject 
to  acreage  restrictions.  Accordingly, 
these  restrictive  measures  have  been 
severely  imposed  during  the  past  3  years 
in  an  effort  to  keep  sugar  production 
within  the  rigid  limits  fixed  by  present 
law.  In' 1955  western  sugar-beet  farm¬ 
ers  were  obliged  to  reduce  their  acreage 
from  10  to  15  percent,  and  southern 
sugarcane  producers  were  required  to 
accept  an  18  percent  acreage  cut  during 
a  2-year  span.  Puerto  Rican  sugar  pro¬ 
duction  has  been  restricted  for  3  suc¬ 
cessive  years. 

And  yet  a  combination  of  favorable 
weather  conditions  and  continuing  prog- 
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ress  within  the  industry  has  more  than 
offset  these  acreage  reductions.  In¬ 
ventories  of  sugar  continue  to  pile  up — 
sugar  that  cannot  be  sold  because  of 
fixed  marketing  quotas. 

These  excess  inventories  are  costly  to 
carry,  and  they  reduce  the  net  returns 
of  farmers,  because  in  the  sugar  business 
the  final  income  of  the  farmer  depends 
upon  the  costs  of  marketing  as  well  as 
the  sales  price  of  sugar.  I  submit  that  it 
is  contrary  to  the  national  interest  to 
heap  still  further  acreage  reductions  and 
hardships  on  our  sugar  farmers.  We 
dare  no  longer  sanction  a  law  which 
penalizes  progress. 

Yet,  for  all  the  urgency  to  relieve  the 
critical  situation  in  which  it  finds  itself, 
our  domestic  sugar  industry  wishes  to 
be  most  generous  and  considerate  of  our 
foreign  sugar  suppliers.  In  the  follow¬ 
ing  corrective  legislative  program  en¬ 
dorsed  by  domestic  sugar  producers,  for¬ 
eign  nations  will  find  their  present  sugar 
quotas  undisturbed. 

Put  simply,  the  most  important  of  the 
amendments  to  H.  R.  7030  as  now  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
would  restore  in  1956  the  historic  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  future  growth  in  the  United 
States  sugar  market  on  approximately 
the  same  basis  that  existed  before  1948. 
This  means  that  the  future  growth  of 
this  Nation’s  sugar  market  will  be  di¬ 
vided  on  the  basis  of  55  percent  for  do¬ 
mestic  producing  areas  and  45  percent 
for  foreign  nations.  This  division  will 
be  effective  on  all  sugar  conusmed  in  the 
United  States  in  excess  of  8,350,000  short 
tons,  approximately  the  level  reached  at 
the  close  of  1955. 

By  agreeing  to  these  terms,  the  domes¬ 
tic  sugar  producers  are  willing  to  con¬ 
cede  the  foreign  supplier’s  right  to  all 
the  1,150,000-ton  increase  in  the  United 
States  sugar  market  between  1948  and 
1955.  Thus  foreign  producers  are  as¬ 
sured  they  will  be  able  to  sell  in  1956  as 
much  sugar  as  they  did  in  1955,  plus 
their  45-percent  share  of  the  still  ex¬ 
panding  United  States  market. 

Another  amendment  provides  that  be¬ 
ginning  in  1956  the  foreign  countries,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  the  Republic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  producing  sugar  for  United  States 
consumption  will  share  among  them¬ 
selves  45  percent  of  the  growth  of  the 
United  States  sugar  market  in  excess  of 
8,350,000  short  tons.  These  foreign 
countries  will  share  this  45  percent  of  the 
growth  in  1956  as  provided  by  existing 
law. 

This  means  that  in  1956  Chiba  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  enjoy  96  percent  of  the  foreign 
share  of  the  United  States  increased 
market.  All  other  countries  will  share  in 
the  remaining  4  percent.  This  is  the 
same  ratio  Cuba  has  enjoyed  since  1948, 
the  difference  being  that  it  will  now  ap¬ 
ply  only  to  the  foreign  nations’  45 -per¬ 
cent  share  instead  of  the  entire  increase 
of  the  United  States  market. 

However,  begiiming  in  1957  Cuba’s 
share  of  the  foreign  countries’  participa¬ 
tion  in  our  annual  sugar-market  growth 
will  be  reduced  to  75  percent.  Other  for¬ 
eign  countries  will  divide  the  remaining 
25  percent,  according  to  quotas  which  the 
administration  will  recommend  at  that 
time.  This-  realinement  among  our  for- 
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eign  suppliers  has  been  suggested  by  ex¬ 
perts  well  versed  in  international  sugar 
policies  and  trends  of  supply  and 
demand. 

Other  features  of  this  proposed  new 
Sugar  Act  would  include: 

First.  Beginning  in  1956  the  quantities 
of  direct  consumption  sugar  which  may 
be  brought  in  annually  from  Hawaii  and 
Puerto  Rico  will!  as  provided  in  the  bill 
passed  by  the  House,  be  increased  to  the 
same  proportion  as  their  respective 
quotas  are  increased  by  the  growth 
formula. 

Second.  Deficits  in  any  domestic  sugar 
producing  area  in  any  year  resulting 
from  operaiton  of  the  growth  formula 
will  first  be  offered  to  the  other  domestic 
sugar  producing  areas. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  we  should  en¬ 
act  the  revised  Sugar  Act  of  1956  into  law 
immediately  for  these  reasons : 

First.  It  best  serves  the  interests  and 
welfare'  of  sugar  producers  both  domes¬ 
tic  and  foreign.  Proponents  and  dis¬ 
senters  to  any  and  all  provisions  con¬ 
sidered  for  this  legislation  in  House  or 
Senate  during  the  84th  Congress  have 
been  heard,  and  their  statements  have 
been  carefully  evaluated  in  drafting  this 
final  bill. 

Second.  It  restores  to  our  sugar-quota 
legislation  the  fundamental  and  historic 
principle  that  the  growth  in  the  Amer¬ 
ican  sugar  market  should  be  shared  by 
the  American  sugar  industry  as  well  as 
by  foreign  sugar  interests. 

Third.  It  provides  for  moderate  relief 
in  1956  for  the  most  oppressed  of  our 
domestic  sugar  producing  areas;  and  at 
the  same  time  it  assures  our  foreign  pro¬ 
ducers  that  they,  too,  will  enjoy  small 
quota  increases  during  this  calendar 
year. 

Fourth.  It  provides  a  solid  foundation 
for  a  continuously  growing  trade  with 
our  foreign  friends  of  Latin  America  in 
the  years  ahead. 

Fifth.  It  protects  the  American  house¬ 
wife  and  industrial  consumer  of  sugar  by 
assuring  a  stability  of  price  and  adequate 
supplies. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
f  ent  that  there  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  a  resolution  which  I  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Marshall  County  Sugar 
Beet  Growers  Association  of  Warren, 
Minn. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Resolution  1 — Amendment  of  Sugar  Act  op 
1948 

Whereas  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amend¬ 
ed.  will  expire  on  December  31,  1956,  and 
consequently  its  protective  provisions  will 
apply  only  to  sugar  refined  from  beets  grown 
In  1955  and  sold  in  1956;  and  whereas,  re¬ 
enactment  of  present  law,  with  retention 
of  protective  quota  provisions  for  sugar  beets 
produced  in  domestic  areas,  is  therefore 
essential  early  in  second  session  of  84th 
Congress;  and  whereas,  under  the  present  act 
the  sugar-beet  crop  has  been  subjected  to 
acreage  restrictions  in  1954,  1955,  and  pro¬ 
posed  for  1956  amounting  to  from  12  percent 
under  previous  plantings;  and 

Whereas  the  sugar-beet  crop  is  a  major  and 
Important  crop  and  the  need  is  imperative 
that  lull  acreage  be  restored  and  reasonable 
future  expansion  be  provided  for  new  areas; 
and 


Whereas  the  sugar-beet  crop  Is  of  Increas¬ 
ing  importance  due  to  the  curtailment  of 
other  crops  and  because  they  furnish  a  re¬ 
liable  cash  crop  badly  needed  on  new  areas 
to  meet  high  operating  costs  as  well  as  old 
areas  to  carry  the  mounting  expenses  of 
farming:  and 

Whereas  both  domestic  sugar  beet  and  cane 
growing  farmers  in  equity  should  have  the 
right  denied  to  them  under  present  law,  to 
participate  in  the  expanding  market  for 
sugar  in  this  country;  and 

Whereas  there  is  now  pending  before  Con¬ 
gress  legislation  to  reenact  and  amend  the 
expiring  act:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Marshall  County  Sugar 
Beet  Growers  Association  hereby  directs  its 
ofScers  to  actively  support  new  legislation 
which  will: 

1.  Provide  sugar  quotas  to  continental  beet 
areas  which  will  restore  opportunity  for  full 
production  among  growers  with  a  historical 
beet-growing  base; 

2.  Provide  immediate  opportunity  on  both 
new  as  well  as  established  areas  for  farmers 
who  desire  to  add  the  beet-growing  enter¬ 
prise  to  their  fanning  program  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  processing  facilities  are  available; 

3.  Provide  further  that  in  sugar  quota 
allocations  such  division  of  the  steadily  in¬ 
creasing  American  market  be  made  as  will 
create  a  basis  for  additional  sugar  processing 
facilities  in  areas  adapted  to  beets,  such  as 
this,  in  which  farmers  do  evidence  a  firm  and 
continuing  desire  to  grow  beets; 

4.  Provide  that  deficits  occurring  in  the 
quantities  allotted  to  domestic  areas  be  re¬ 
allocated  to  other  domestic  areas;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  this  association  actively 
support  a  provision  in  new  legislation  limit¬ 
ing  the  term  of  the  Sugar  Act  now  under 
consideration  for  a  period  of  4  years  in  order 
that  in  1960  Congress  may  again  reappraise 
the  need  for  quotas  in  all  domestic  areas  and 
their  ability  to  consistently  supply  the 
amounts  prescribed. 

Resolution  2 — To  Coya  Knutson 

Be  it  resolved.  That  the  Marshall  County 
Sugar  Beet  Growers  Association  thank  Mrs. 
Cota  Knutson  for  her  efforts  put  forth  in 
getting  the  sugar  legislation  through  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Resolution  3 — To  State  and  Agriculture 
Department 

Be  it  resolved.  That  the  sugar  consumed 
above  the  consumptive  estimate  of  8,200,000 
tons,  be  taken  from  the  stocks  of  domesti¬ 
cally  produced  sugar  instead  of  being  allo¬ 
cated  to  foreign  producers. 


lars  will  be  levied  upon  the  consumers  of 
sugar  in  this  country  and  paid  to  a  fa¬ 
vored  few,  no  one — or  at  least  very  few — 
objects.  It  is  a  rare  accomplishment.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  has  50  minutes 
remaining.  The  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  KnowlandI  has  55  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready,  willing,  and  anxious  to  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND,  I  am  prepared  to 
do  likewise. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  times 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  question  is, 
Shall  the  bill  pass? 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  was  passed. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr,  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table  the  motion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
order  to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  read  the  order. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  order,  as 
follows: 

Ordered,  That  In  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7030)  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  all  necessary  technical  and 
clerical  changes,  including  changes  in  sec¬ 
tion,  subsection,  paragraph,  etc.,  numbers 
and  letters  and  cross-references  thereto. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  order  is  entered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amendments, 
request  a  conference  thereon  with  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  oppose  the  bill.  The 
Senate  is  considering  a  bill  which  in¬ 
volves  a  levy  of  about  $300  million  a  year 
on  the  consumers  of  America.  The  in¬ 
crease  in  the  domestic  price  of  sugar  over 
the  world  price  because  of  this  bill  is  2 
cents  a  pound  on  8,500,000  tons.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  bill  has  attracted  extremely 
little  attention,  and  virtually  no  oppo¬ 
sition.  That  is  indeed  strange,  when  I 
think  of  the  great  opposition  which  de¬ 
velops  to  some  legislation  affecting  the 
consumer.  It  puzzles  me  how  our  legis¬ 
lative  process  functions.  Are  not  the 
housewives  captives  of  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers?  I  desire  to  congratulate  the 
sponsors  of  this  legislation  for  their  as¬ 
tuteness  in  being  able  to  pass  legislation 
of  this  kind  with  so  little  opposition. 
Even  though  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  OflQcer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd, 
Mr.  George,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Martin  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  Mr.  Bennett  confer¬ 
ees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


)GET  OP  THE  JUVENILE  DELIN- 
JUENCY  SUBCOMMITTEE 

Mr.  WleY,  Mr.  President,  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  tCT»£peak  in  favor  of  the  $110,000 
budget  which  is  requested  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  J>^yenile  Delinquency  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
the  Judiciai-y  duPing  the  next  year. 

This  subcommitt^  has  been  one  of 
the  most  productive^^ubcommittees  of 
the  Senate.  It  has  ^plored  mgent 
problems  facing  the  Arrancan  people. 
Its  nearly  finished  reports>m  juvenile 
delinquency  and  religion,  pornography, 
black  marketing  of  babies,  an^^duca- 
tion,  will  be  basic  contributions  Wa.  our 
understandings  of  these  subjects. 
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*  subcommittee,  very  wisely,  be- 
causeWs  major  work  is  now  behind  it, 
has  reoVced  its  budget  from  a  budget  of 
$154,000/^8  it  was  last  year  to  $110,000 
for  this  y^. 

The  magnificent  work  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  be^  accomplished  on  a  mod¬ 
est  budget,  l^e  opportunity  to  finish 
its  important  ^rk— that  of  maturing 
badly  needed  legMation  in  this  field — 
must  be  preserved.  \ 

I  strongly  urge  th^the  budget  be  ap¬ 
proved,  and  I  desire  cis  express  my  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  haros^orking  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Juvenile  Delinquency  Sub¬ 
committee,  and  to  its  able  chairman,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [MoKefauver]. 


program,  the  veterans  and  Armed  Forces 
milk  programs,  and  the  brucellosis  erad¬ 
ication  program.’’ 


AMENDMENT  OP  AGRICUETpRAL 

ACT  OF  1949  AND  AGRICUL-n^RAL 

ACT  OF  1954 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,\I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  cori^ 
sideration  of  Order  No.  1488,  H.  R.  8320. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  8320) 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  with 
respect  to  the  special  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  brucellosis-eradication 
program  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1956. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with 
amendments,  on  page  1,  line  8,  after 
the  numerals  “$60,000,000,”  to  insert 
“and  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  in 
the  period  beginning  July  1,  1956,  and 
ending  June  30,  1958,  not  to  exceed 
$75,000,000”;  on  page  2,  line  2,  after 
the  word  “in”,  to  insert  “(1)”;  in  line 
3,  after  the  word  “under”,  to  insert  a 
semicolon  and  “and  (2)  such  nonprofit 
nursery  schools,  child-care  centers,  set¬ 
tlement  houses,  summer  camps,  and 
similar  nonprofit  institutions  as  are,  de¬ 
voted  to  the  care  and  training  of  under¬ 
privileged  children  on  a  public  welf^ 
or  charitable  basis”;  in  line  13,  a^r 
the  numerals  “1956”,  to  insert  ^^nd 
$20,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal/years 
1957  and  1958”;  and  on  page  >3,  after 
line  5,  to  insert: 

Sec.  3.  The  first  sentence  oV  subsection 
(a)  and  the  first  sentence  of  Sj^section  (b) 
of  section  202  of  the  Agri^tural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  axe  am^Wed  by  striking 
out  “1056”  and  Insertliig  in  lieu  thereof 
“1958.” 

The  PRESIDINC^  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agr^ing  to  the  committee 
amendments. 

The  amendm^ts  were  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  ajKd  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  birf  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed, 

Th^title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“Ai^ct  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act 
0^949  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954 
“nth  respect  to  the  special  school  milk 


CONVEYANCE  OP  CERTAIN  LAND 
IN  LEE  COUNTY,  FLA. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1458,  H.  R. 
7156. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  7156) 
to  provide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain 
land  of  the  United  States  to  the  Board 
of  County  Commissioners  of  Lee  County, 
Florida.  _ 

'The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
aill  authorizes  the  conveyance  of  7.2 
^es  of  land  in  Punta  Rassa,  Florida, 
novK  belonging  to  the  United  States  tc^ 
the^ard  of  County  Commissioners 
Lee  Cbiimty,  Florida,  without  consid^- 
tion. 

'The  lalvd  was  acquired  by  the^nited 
States  froi^Lee  County  for  the^urpose 
of  building  \  Coast  Guard  stati^  on  it. 
Previously,  thk  county  comimteioners  of 
Lee  County  haospaid  $3,167/<or  the  land 
at  the  time  of\ts  acqu)/fition  by  the 
county. 

The  land  was  nevdsn^ed  by  the  United 
States  for  a  Coast  ilmard  station,  al¬ 
though  no  final  de^i^  in  that  regard 
was  made  until  la^ year,Nyhen  the  Coast 
Guard  decided  fimlly  that  it  did  not  wish 
to  build  such  a^ation  on  tn&  land. 

My  colleague  in  the  other  House,  Rep¬ 
resentative  jPhXTL  G.  Rogers,  w\o  repre¬ 
sents  the yOistrict  in  which  the Nand  is 
located,^troduced  the  measure  ^  the 
House j/l  Representatives,  The  bilTs^as 
pass^ by  the  House. 

I ^lieve  this  is  a  meritorious  measurt 
I  sf^adly  consented  to  a  postponement  ol 
consideration  the  other  day  when  it 
I’as  called  on  the  calendar,  because  of  the 
necessary  absence  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr,  President,  I  wish  to 
make  a  brief  statement  on  the  bill,  so 
that  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  bill  violates  the 
so-called  Morse  formula. 

This  bill  would  authorize  the  General 
Services  Administrator  to  convey  to  the 
Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Lee 
County,  Fla.,  without  consideration,  a 
tract  of  land  consisting  of  7.2  acres  of 
unimproved  surplus  land  located  at 
Punta  Rassa,  Lee  County,  Fla. 

The  land  in  question  was  conveyed  to 
the  Federal  Government  for  a  nominal 
consideration  of  $10  for  the  specific  pur¬ 
pose  of  constructing  and  operating  a 
Coast  Guard  lifeboat  station. 

The  property  has  been  reported  excess 
in  October  1954  and  was  determined  to  be 
surplus  in  January  1955  by  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

This  bill  would  appear  equitable  in  per¬ 
mitting  the  transfer  without  considera¬ 


tion  because  the  specific  purpose  never^ 
was  fulfilled. 

We  are  concerned  with  a  situation 
volving  some  land  which  was  conv^ed 
to  the  Federal  Government  for  ^^ery 
small  sum  of  money.  In  this  ^tance 
there  was  a  definite  understanding  that 
the  use  of  the  land  would  be  ^united  to 
the  Federal  Government’s  c^frrying  out 
a  specific  purpose,  that  sp^ific  purpose 
being  the  building  of  a  Co^t  Guard  life¬ 
boat  station  on  the  la^.  ’The  Federal 
Government  has  give^up  that  plan.  It 
is  only  fair  and  prmrfer,  therefore,  that 
the  land  should  be ^returned  to  the  origi¬ 
nal  grantor.  Th^Dill  in  no  way  violates 
the  Morse  fori^ula,  and  I  have  np  ob¬ 
jection  to  it. 

I  thank  t^  Senator  from  Florida  for 
his  courteojis  consideration  in  withhold¬ 
ing  actiory  on  the  bill  when  I  had  to  fly 
to  Oregim  to  attend  the  funei;al  of  the 
Gover^r  of  my  State.  He  postponed 
con^eration  of  it  so  that  I  could  make 
mwstatement  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
t9aay.  I  appreciate  his  courtesy  very 
luch. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon;  and  to 
his  statement  may  I  add  the  further  fact 
that  the  county  commissioners,  out  of 
county  funds,  paid  at  the  time  of  the 
original  conveyance  something  over 
$1,300  in  addition  to  the  $10  referred  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LAND  IN 
NEDECAH,  WIS.,  TO  THE  VILLAGE 
OF  NEDECAH 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1210, 
House  bill  2889,  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  land  in  Nedecah,  Wis., 
to  the  village  of  Nedecah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The 
yclerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  2889) 
tc^rovide  for  the  conveyance  of  certain 
lami  in  Nedecah,  Wis.,  to  the  village  of 
Nede^h. 

Th^PRESIDING  OFFICER.  ’The 
questiom^  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  SenaW  from  Kentucky. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

’The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
was  an  amendnrmt  to  the  bill  which  has 
been  previously  a^eed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
would  authorize  tnb  General  Services 
Administration  to  corWey  to  the  village 
of  Necedah,  Wis.,  a  trabt  of  about  four- 
fifths  acre  of  unimproveckland  for  $1, 
The  report  states, that  land  has  a 
market  value  of  about  $500.^ 

A  proviso  of  the  bill  recitdlk  that  the 
land  is  to  be  used  for  public  imrposes 
for  not  less  than  20  years,  with  ojjtional 
reversion  in  event  of  nonpublic 
The  village  conveyed  the  land  to^ 
United  States  in  1938  for  $1.  It  desif 
to  use  the  land  for  park,  picnic  grounc 
and  recreational  area. 
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^The  Conmit'bee  is  gratified  to  note  the  Departinent’ s  actions  in  establishing  a 
■^es  organization  with  fiinds  earmarked  for  that  purpose  in  the  regular  19^^ 

It  is  also  pleased  to  see  that  a  more  positive  sales  program,  both  dc^ 
esti^ally  and  abroad,  has  been  undertaken  in  accordance  with  directives  cci 
taineoiyin  last  year*s  report*  It  is  not  satisfied,  how^’ever,  with  restric^S^cns 
which  s\lll  exist  on  the  sale  of  certain  commodities  in  world  trade  fory^llars, 
particulais^y  with  respect  to  cotton," 

"FOREST  S5EVICE 

"Salaries  and  e3^enses,— ~The  budget  estimate  for  the  activities  under  this 
heading  is  M)6,213y^O,  An  appropriation  of  '>7^913,500  is  reo^Wenried,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  .p300,000,  ^  the  amount  provided,  )2,U63,500  is  for  increased  costs 
due  to  the  Pay  Act  o:Nthe  first  session  of  this  Congressy^nd  ,/5, 250,000  is  tc 
cover  costs  of  fighting\f orest  fires  for  the  first  six  Rionths  of  the  current 
year  and  to  provide  fundX^or  this  purpose  for  the  la^  half  of  the  .fiscal 
year.  The  balance  of  ■.;j200^<D00  is  for  timber  managem^t  and  is  to  be  used 
primarily  for  salvaging  the  large  volumes  of  timber  fire-killed  last  fall,  A 
total  of  .v500,000  was  requested  for  the  timber  m^agement  program  in  order  to 
increase  the  timber  cut,  VJhileNihe  Committee  24cognizes  the  desirability  of 
prorr^tly  harvesting  fire-l^illed  timber,  the  need  for  a  two-month  running  start 
on  the  large  increases  provided  foi\timber, /cut ting  purposes  in  the  regular  bill 
for  1957  does  not  appear  to  be  of  su^  urgency  as  to  warrant  treatment  in  a 
supplemental  bill," 

Ih  adcition>  -the  bill  include^  >100^^0,000  additional  for  Federal-aid 
highways,  03,000,000  (a  reductioir  Df  1,00^,000  in  the  budget  estimate)  f©r 
payment  to  contractors  for  for^t  high-way  co^truction  work  undertaken  pur¬ 
suant  to  previous  contract  au^ori za ti ons ,  '^ObuOOO  for  the  Commission  on 
Government  Security,  05O,OOjj  for  the  Office  of  Ufet^ense  Mobilization,  '2'^0,000 
for  research  on  utilizati^  of  saline  water,  and  \>-^ricus  amounts  for  payment 
of  claims  and  judgmients /against  the  Government,  ThKybill  also  includes  a 
pro-vision  authorizing /transfer  of  075^000  from  " Censiik  of  Agriculture"  to 
salaries  and  expenses.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  The  bill  also  contains  the 
general  provision ^^s-tomarily  included  in  pay  act  supplemental  bills  to 
wai-ve,  to  the  extfent  necessary  on  account  of  enactment  of  ^ch  pay  acts, 
limitations  an^ other  provisions  limiting  or  other-wise  affecti^ng  or  involving 
the  psym.ent  91  personal  services. 

Received  from  the  President  a  proposed  supplemental  appropriation  esti¬ 
mate  foi/the  Labor  Department’s  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  (H,  D)5)c,  357) J 
to  th©/^ppropriations  Committee  (p,  I4.26U)  •  The  Appropriations  Commi-o^iee  re- 
porti^  without  amendment,  and  passed  as  reported,  H,  J,  Res,  582,  to  pn^yide 
s-uf^lemental  appropriations  for  the  Labor  Department  to  be  used  for  unen^s^cy— 
p!^t  compensation  for  certain  Federal  employees  (H,  Rept,  I88O),  pp,  U205 

"U265 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  H,  R,  906I|.,  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office 
Departments  appropriations  bill  for  1957,  p«  U206  Senate  conferees  were 
appointed  on  Mar,  7*  


,  SUGAR,  Disagreed  with  the  Senate  amendments  to,  and  requested  a  conference  on, 
H,  R.  7030,  to  airend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act,  p.  U207 
Conferees  were  appointed  on  the  measure,  p,  ii207  Senate  conferees  were 
appointed  on  Feb,  8. 

Reps,  Thomson,  Wyo,,  and  Mi3-ler,  Neb«,  -urged  expeditious  action  on  H,  R, 
7030.  and  criticized  the  alleged  dela^^  in  bringing  this  measure  tc  conference, 

pp,  4216,  A2386 
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"AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SWICE 

"S^aries  and  expenses, — ^The  bill  carries  '•.3>29ii,000  to  ccver  additional  pay^ 
costk ,due  to  salary  increases  provided  last  year,  together  with  an  additioi 
,'500.,^0  for  emergency  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases, 

The  la'D^er  increase  results  from  serious  infestations  of  the  khapra  beet! 

n  fruit  fly,  the  burrowing  nematode,  and  anticipated  grasshopjfer  out- 
in  >the  spring  of  1956* 

"AGRICULTUPJIL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


the  Mexi 
breakE 


"Language  is  in>jQ.uded  in  the  bill  for  extending  availability  of  Previously 
authorized  emerg^cy  funds  through  December  31^  1956,  Severe  ^mage  to  farm 
lands  from  recent  h^ricanes  and  floods  in  the  East  and  on  the  west  coast,  and 
possible  damage  in  X)he  Great  Plains  area  this  spring  and  summer  from  wind 
erosion,  make  it  nec^sary  that  these  funds  be  continued  available  beyond  the 
past  calendar  year, 

"The  Committee  notes  tha'^\additional  funds  were  added  Recently  by  floor  actien 
of  the  House  to  the  Presid^t’s  Disaster  Relief  Fund/ior  repair  of  flood 
devastation,  including  dama^  to  farm  lands,  in  Nor;mi  Carolina,  From  the  de¬ 
bate  on  the  House  floor,  it  mi^ht  appear  that  there  is  some  duplication  in  the 
use  of  those  funds  and  the  use  X3f  a  portion  of  tYe  funds  included  under  this 
heading.  Hoi.-ever,  the  Committee\has  taken  no  ^ticn  to  withheld  any  portion  of 
the  funds  involved  herein,  since  ^e  Departmenx  of  Agriculture  has  the  primary 
responsibility  and.  necessarv  organisation  f^r  ass-'.sting  in  the  restoration  cf 
damaged  agricultural  lands. 


"  FARMERS »  HOJIEVDMIMISTRAT  ION 

"Loan  authorizations «— The  Comm*ttee  Pecorr^endcS  the  full  budget  estimate  cf 
5,000,000  for  farm  housing  loans  1^1956,.  NThe  amount  recommended  will  provide 
funds  for  about  830  loans  at  an  a-^age  of  aAmnd  ^'.6,000  each, 

"In  recent  years,  the  Departmer^ has  attenpted  ^  meet  farm  housing  needs 
through  farm  ownership  loans  ^thorized  bv  Title \  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  However,  there  m^ny  farm  o^mers  cannot  qualify  for  farm 
oi-mership  loans,  whose  buil/lings  are  in  need  cf  rep^r  and  improvement  and  who 
are  unable  to  secure  credj/t  from  other  sources. 


"It  should  be  noted  th; 
the  present  fiscal  yei 


these  funds  will  be  available  <^ly  for  the  balance  of 


"Salaries  and  expejiPes.— The  sum  of  1,350,000  is  included  t\m.eet  pay  in¬ 
creases  provided  puring  the  last  session  of  Congress, 

"COM.'ODITY  CPI:DIT  CORPORATION 
"Admlnlstra^ve  expenses . — The  bill  include; 


-r-  - language  increasing  th) 

pense  limitation  for  this  organization  by  'ii, 500,000,  Thii 


adminis- 

^ -  -  additional 

provided  to  cover  increased  pay  costs  enacted  last  year,  ancKto  pro- 


trative  e 
amount  i 

vide  ao^tional  personnel  to  handle  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  price  Support 
activ^ies  resulting  from  heavy  production  of  certain  crops  in  1955,  Sir\e  the 
budget  was  considered  vrell  in  advance  of  the  time  1955  crop 

the  workloac-  of  CCC  could  not  be  accuratelv  predicted 
^tne  time  the  regular  administrative  funds  for  the  fiscal  year  1956  were 
ithorized. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  H0l 


aich  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen- 
da^nd  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Reeved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  HoiJye  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  'l^ole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for^ie  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
1188)  to  am^d  section  5240  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  ex¬ 
amination  of  m^ional  banks.  After  general 
debate,  which  snail  be  confined  to  the  bill, 
and  shall  contlnu^^not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to 
be  equally  divlded\and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  rankirte  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
the  bill  shall  be  read  f ok  amendment  under 
the  5-mlnute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  fokamendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  rwort  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ord^ed  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to^nal  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion  e^ept  one 
motion  to  recommit. 

AMENDING  SECTION  5146  OP  T>IE 
REVISED  STATUTES 

Mr.  BOLLING,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  430,  Rept.  No.  1883) , 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
1736)  to  amend  section  5146  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  quali¬ 
fications  of  directors  of  national  banking 
associations.  After  general  debate,  whlcJ 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  coA- 
tinue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equ^ly 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chalrmanAnd 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Comimttee 
on  Banking  and  Currency,  the  bill  s^ll  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  synlnute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  c/mmittee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  House 
with  such  amendments  as  mayAave  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  quesUon  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  me  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  p/ssage  without 
intervening  motion  except  oof  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

AMENDING  SECTION  14  (b)  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  RE^RVE  ACT 

Mr.  BOLLING,  f^m  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  reportedAhe  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (il.  Res.  431,  Rept.  No. 
1884) ,  which  wa^referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  omered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  Thayupon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shAl  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  rescue  Itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whoiy  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  tfce  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9285^0  amend  section  14  (b)  of  the 
Federal  Ryerve  Act,  so  as  to  extend  for  2 
additlonay  years  the  authority  of  Federal 
Reserve  Joanks  to  purchase  United  States 
obligatiAs  directly  from  the  Treasury, 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  /o  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to 
exce^  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
conl^lled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
mij^rity  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Baking  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be  read 
f«  amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 
it  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of 
.the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
^rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 


such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adodted, 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  consl/ered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  Intemening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recominit. 


AMENDING  ACT  OF  JULY  ^1947,  TO 
GRANT  MILITARY  LEAVE  OF  AB¬ 
SENCE  WITH  PAY  TO  CLASSIFIED 
SUBSTITUTE  CLERKgf  POST  OF¬ 
FICE  DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  MADDEN,  from/the  Committee 
on  Rules,  reported  tl^  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (H.  Hies.  432,  Rept.  No. 
1885),  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordeyd  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  up/n  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  jre  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  ftself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  Hduse  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3744)  to  /mend  an  act  of  July  1,  1947, 
to  grant  milltan'y  leave  of  absence  with  pay 
to  classified  /ubstitute  clerks  in  the  field 
service  of  th/  Post  Office  Department.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con- 
rolled  b/  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Senfic^,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend- 
men\^nder  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con- 
clusiAft,  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
am^dn\pnt,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
re^rt  t^  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendmeiks  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
le  previouyquestion  shall  be  considered  as 
brdered  on  tlf^  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
^to  final  passagSk  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  moflmn  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDENS  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  conserk  that  it  may  be  in 
order  to  consider  today  the  rule  just  filed 
for  the  consideration,  of  H.  R.  3744. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tWpore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  reques\pf  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  is 
this  the  same  bill  about  which  I  called 
the  gentleman  about  yesterday  and 
which  the  House  passed  last  July? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  And 
which  the  Senate  passed  on  February  8. 
The  Senate  appointed  conferees  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  8.  Now  as  a  result,  I  hope,  of  my 
telephone  call  of  yesterday,  the  gentle¬ 
man  now  is  condescending  to  conferees 
being  appointed  so  that  we  can  consider 
this  Important  legislation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  say  to  my  friend 
that  I  am  very  grateful  to  him  for  his 
keen  interest  in  this  legislation  and  by 
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way  of  explaining  to  the  House  the  delay 
in  appointing  the  conferees,  I  should 
like  to  say  the  fact  is  that  the  Senate 
and  every  member  thereof  has  been  con¬ 
stantly  busy  every  day  considering  the 
farm  bill  which  is  now  being  debated  in 
the  Senate.  While  I  am  addressing  my¬ 
self  to  the  gentleman’s  remarks  and  to 
the  House  may  I  observe,  too,  that  we 
have  another  conference  committee 
which  was  appointed  some  time  ago 
dealing  with  another  problem  in  which 
many  Members  of  the  House  are  in¬ 
tensely  interested.  That  is,  providing 
additibnal  money  for  milk  for  the 
school-lunch  program  and  for  the  bru¬ 
cellosis  program,  which  bill  was  passed 
some  time  ago,  and  on  which  we  expect 
to  have  a  conference  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  know  that  because  when  the 
legislation  passed  the  House  on  July  30 
last  year  the  gentleman  said: 

It  is  of  far-reaching  importance  because 
it  affects  people  in  far  distant  places  and  it 
vitally  affects  every  one  of  your  constituents. 

The  people  in  my  district  have  about 
reached  the  beet-planting  time,  and  they 
are  wondering  whether  they  are  going  to 
get  any  legislation.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  sort  of  yield  a  little  bit  to  the 
other  body  and  accept  their  amendments 
which  are  a  little  bit  more  liberal,  and 
gives  the  domestic  beetgrowers  55  per¬ 
cent  instead  of  50  percent,  as  did  the 
House  version. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  reason  I  men¬ 
tioned  the  dairy  situation  was  to  indi¬ 
cate  to  the  House  that  although  we  have 
been  trying  diligently  to  arrange  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  members  of  the  Senate 
committee,  we  have  not  been  able  to  do 
so.  But,  we  will  meet  at  3  o’clock  this 

1  afternoon. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  know 
they  have  been  busy,  but  I  have  been 
in  conference  on  another  bill  with  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  other  body,  and  they  have 
been  very  diligent  on  naming  conferees 
and  holding  meetings.  I  think  really  it  is 
important,  Mr.  Speaker.  Since  February 
8  a  lot  of  water  has  rim  under  the  bridge. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  the  gentleman 
is  certainly  aware  of  the  fact  that  the 
House  committee  reported  the  sugar 
bill  in  the  last  session  of  the  Congress 
and  the  House  of  Representatives  passed 
the  bill  in  the  last  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  So,  certainly  we  have  been  dili¬ 
gent. 

Mr.  .MILLER  of  Nebraska.  But  the 
other  body  passed  on  it  February  8  and 
appointed  conferees,  and  not  until  this 
morning  did  the  gentleman  take  the 
nption  to  have  conferees  appointed. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Probably  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska  used  great  per¬ 
suasion  with  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  And  when 
the  agriculture  bill  comes  over  from  the 
other  body,  I  hope  the  gentleman  will 
permit  me  to  remind  him  that  we  are 
anxious  to  get  a  conference  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle  and  sort  of  get  going  on  the 
bill.  Let  us  have  less  foot  dragging  on 
these  bills  affecting  agriculture. 

(Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  pel-mission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 
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Mr.  COON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  say  a  few  words  more  to  urge  speed  in 
completing  action  on  the  Sugar  Act, 
H.  R.  7030.  It  is  important  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  my  district  to  have  this  legislation 
passed  quickly.  The  Senate  appointed 
conferees  more  than  a  month  ago.  The 
House  has  not  named  any  yet.  The 
House  has  already  delayed  action  too 
long  on  this  matter.  I  have  had  letters 
from  the  people  in  my  district  who  plant 
sugar  beets,  wanting  to  know  when  the 
bill  will  be  passed.  We  have  a  fine  large 
sugar  refinery  plant  in  Nyssa,  Oreg.,  one 
of  the  most  modern  ones  in  the  country. 

Sugar  beets  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  crops  to  the  farmers  of  Malheur 
County  in  which  it  is  located.  In  fair¬ 
ness  to  them,  and  to  sugair  beet  growers 
in  other  coimties  in  my  district,  we 
should  settle  this  important  matter  at 
once,  so  that  they  can  know  what  to 
plan  on  in  the  matter  of  increased 
plantings.  April  is  planting  time  for 
them,  so  if  this  matter  drags  along  much 
longer,  it  will  be  too  late  to  do  them  any 
good  this  year.  They  can  certainly  use 
the  extra  income  from  the  additional 
plantings  to  which  they  would  be  en¬ 
titled  under  this  bill.  When  we  have 
important  legislation  like  this  before  the 
House,  we  do  not  want  to  see  anyone  de¬ 
laying;  we  want  action  and  we  want  it 
quickly. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  further  reserving  the  right  to 
object,  I  am  very  glad  to  note  that  con¬ 
ferees  will  now  be  appointed  on  the 
sugar  bill,  but  I  do  want  to  mention  the 
so-called  dairy  or  milk  bill  which  our 
committee  reported  as  an  emergency 
measure  and  which  went  to  the  Senate 
and  was  amended  and  came  back  to  the 
House,  and  now  a  conference  will  be  held 
this  afternoon  at  3  o’clock  on  that  bill. 
But,  I  would  like  the  gentleman’s  opin¬ 
ion  on  the  aspects  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments.  The  gentleman  will  recollect 
that  the  bill  which  passed  the  House  con¬ 
tained  two  provisions:  one  was  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  surplus  milk  program  for  school 
lunches  and  the  brucellosis  program  up 
to  June  30.  The  Senate  amended  the 
bill,  including  the  other  provisions  \yhich 
are  now  contained  in  the  bill  for  a  period 
of  2  years.  That  took  in  the  school 
milk  program  for  school  lunches,  the 
continuation  of  the  brucellosis  program, 
providing  the  armed  services  with  Gov¬ 
ernment  dairy  surplus  products  and  also 
veterans’  hospitals,  and  also  certain 
other  provisions.  Now,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows,  when  that  bill  came  back 
from  the  Senate,  I  suggested  to  him 
that  we  in  the  House  should  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendments,  and  that  is  still 
my  opinion.  But,  the  bill  went  to  con¬ 
ference.  Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  whether  or  not  the  majority 
conferees,  since  he  is  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  continue  or  agree  in  the  con¬ 
ference  that  we  should  accept  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  on  the  provisions  of  law 
heretofore  enacted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  certainly  appreciate 
the  gentleman’s  remarks,  but  I  do  want  to 


observe  that  there  is  at  least  one  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  Senate  version  of  this  bill 
about  which  there  is  some  controversy. 
I  understand  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  feels  it  would  be  almost  im¬ 
possible  to  administer  the  program  for 
the  purposes  set  forth  in  the  Senate 
amendments.  But,  it  is  an  important 
matter,  and  I  am  sure  the  gentleman 
realizes  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
ferees  to  try  to  reach  an  agreement  upon 
a  bill  which  can  be  properly  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
I  have  particular  refernce  to  the  section 
that  provides  for  milk  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  in  nonprofit  nursery  schools,  child¬ 
care  centers,  settlement  houses,  summer 
camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions.  You  can  see  the  difficulties  that 
the  administrators  would  have  in  admin¬ 
istering  a  bill  that  is  as  broad  and  com¬ 
prehensive  as  this. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  on  those  provisions. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  provisions  that 
were  in  the  bill  when  it  left  the  House, 
of  course,  would  be  acceptable  to  the 
House  conferees,  I  am  sure.  I  have  been 
advised  that  the  Senate  will  recede  on 
these  amendments  to  which  I  have  just 
referred,  so  we  should  have  an  agree¬ 
ment  soon. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  am 
glad  to  have  that  assurance  from  the 
chairman  of  our  committee,  who  will  be 
chairman  of  the  conference  committee, 
so  that  we  may  pass  the  word  out  here 
today  that  we  will  soon  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment — I  hopa  this  afternoon — so  that 
this  bill  can  be  enacted  into  law  next 
week,  and  get  it  on  the  way  to  the  White 
House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  shall  certainly  con¬ 
sider  the  matter  just  as  expeditiously  as 
circumstances  will  permit  and  I  hope  we 
can  reach  an  agreement  very  early. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Does 
the  gentleman  see  any.  obstacles  in  the 
way,  outside  of  the  one  he  has  men¬ 
tioned? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Personally  I  do  not  see 
any,  but  I  have  no  reason  to  try  to  bind 
my  colleagues  who  will  be  with  us  at  3 
o’clock  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  shall 
be  there  at  3  and  hope  to  do  my  part  in 
the  conference.  Thei’e  are  many  here  in 
the  House  who  are  interested  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  nationwide.  'The  school- 
children  of  the  country  are  getting  the 
benefit  of  it  and  we  want  it  expanded 
to  all  American  schoolchildren, 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  would 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  the  gentleman 
refers  to  these  two  worthwhile  provi¬ 
sions,  the  gentleman  is  talking  about  pro¬ 
visions  that  originated  in  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture;  that  is  the 
brucellosis  program  and  fluid  milk  for 
the  school-lunch  program. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
gentleman  will  remember,  too,  that  the 
gentleman  who  is  now  addressing  him 
offered  those  amendments. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
just  getting  ready  to  compliment  the 
gentleman  lor  having  such  foresight  and 
vision. 


Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  in 
order  that  we  may  understand  the  sit¬ 
uation,  I  should  like  to  address  a  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  chairman  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  on  H.  R.  8320.  Do 
I  understand  that  it  is  the  gentleman’s 
position  that  he  now  has  no  objection  to 
retaining  the  Senate  amendments  in  the 
bill  relating  to  the  2-year  extension  of 
the  milk  program  and  of  the  brucel¬ 
losis-eradication  program? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No;  the  gentleman 
misunderstood  me  if  he  understood  me 
to  say  that.  We  reported  the  bill,  and 
it  passed  the  House  as  an  emergency 
measure.  I  understand  the  Senate,  after 
reflection,  will  probably  agree  to  recede 
and  accept  the  House  bill  as  it  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate.  It  was  an  emer¬ 
gency  measure. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman  if  there  is  any  reason 
to  believe  that  there  is  any  controversy 
over  the  question  whether  these  two  pro¬ 
grams,  the  milk  program  for  our  school- 
children,  and  the  brucellosis-eradication 
program,  should  be  extended  for  2  years 
beyond  1956,  June  30,  when  it  expires? 
Is  there  any  disagreement  within  the 
committee  on  that? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  know  about 
any  disagreement  within  the  committee 
on  it,  but  the  gentleman  knows  that  this 
bill  we  are  talking  about  was  an  emer¬ 
gency  bill.  I  assume  that  the  gentleman 
and  all  others  interested  are  anxious  to 
secure  the  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  might 
say  to  the  chairman  of  the  conference 
committee  that  we  are  also  anxious  to 
have  the  extension  of  these  two  programs 
for  2  years  which  are  important  to  our 
children  and  to  the  health  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  We  do  not  want  this  matter  tied  up 
♦in  a  bill  whose  future  is  most  uncertain. 
We  have  got  this  issue  before  us.  We 
have  got  it  before  the  House  in  H.  R. 
8320.  Why  can  we  not  accept  the 
amendments  that  give  the  2-year  exten¬ 
sions  for  these  two  vital  programs — that 
is  what  I  want  to  ask  the  chairman — 
and  not  get  involved  in  other  legislation? 

I  could  continue  further,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  think  an  exToneous  impression  has  been 
given  to  the  Senate.  I  hope  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House  will  read  the  Senate 
debate  of  yesterday  afternoon  on  this 
matter.  There  the  impression  was  given 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  re¬ 
fuses  to  provide  for  the  extension  of 
these  two  programs  at  this  time  and  will, 
in  fact,  even  permit  the  emergency  as¬ 
pect  of  the  program  for  this  fiscal  year 
to  expire  rather  than  grant  the  exten¬ 
sion. 

I  would  refer  the  gentleman  to  vari¬ 
ous  remarks  that  were  made,  in  fact, 
remarks  made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture,  where 
he  says  he  had  gained  the  impression 
from  talking  to  somebody  in  this  House 
that  imless  the  Senate  agrees  to  let  the 
long-range  program,  namely,  the  exten¬ 
sion,  be  settled  in  the  futm'e  as  part  of 
the  consideration  of  the  general  farm 
bill,  “We  shall  not,  in  my  humble  judg¬ 
ment,  be  able  to  get  the  House  to  pro- 
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vide  funds  for  the  remainder  of  this 
fiscal  year.” 

I  do  not  think  that  represents  the 
views  of  the  Members  of  this  House.  I 
think  that  if  the  question  were  put  to 
this  House  as  to  whether  they  would 
want  to  vote  for  a  2 -year  extension  of 
these  programs  they  would  practically 
rmanimously  vote  for  the  extension.  I 
know  of  very  few  Members  who  would 
say  they  want  to  kill  these  two  very  vital 
and  impoi-tant  programs  on  June  30  of 
this  year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  assume  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  anxious  for  money  to  be  provided 
so  that  the  needs  may  be  met  from  now 
on  to  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 
This  bill  provides  that.  If  the  Senate 
will  recede,  we  can  reach  an  agreement 
very  quickly.  The  long-range  idea  is  in 
another  bill. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  am 
equally  concerned  that  we  pass  legisla¬ 
tion  this  year  extending  the  brucellosis 
eradication  program  and  the  school  milk 
program.  We  can  do  that  very  simply 
if  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
will  yield  to  the  Senate  on  this  provision. 
That  was  put  in  the  Hoiise  bill  on  the 
Senate  side. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
want  to  leave  the  impression  in  the 
House  that  he  is  more  vitally  interested 
in  these  two  provisions  than  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  which  uanimously 
reported  it,  and  the  House,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  unanimously  passed  it? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Then 
why  not  accept  them? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  These  Members  from 
Minnesota  and  others  initiated  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Certainly  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  could  not  be  any  more  vitally 
interested  in  the  success  of  the  program 
than  these  gentlemen  or  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  committee.  If  you  want  to 
delay  the  passage  of  this  bill,  this  is  a 
good  way  to  do  it,  but  if  you  want  it  to 
go  to  conference  at  3  o’clock  there  is  a 
great  probability  we  may  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  before  twilight  today. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  no  one 
claims  to  have  a  monopoly  of  the  interest 
in  the  provisions  of  these  two  bills,  but 
I  think  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
understands  it  is  an  emergency  measure. 
The  action  that  took  place  in  the  other 
body,  in  my  opinion,  possibly  reflected 
the  position  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  not  for 
the  2-year  extension.  As  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  am  for  the  2-year  extension. 
It  can  all  be  handled  before  April  1,  when 
this  matter  will  be  running  out,  if  the 
conferees  agree  to  take  a  2-year  exten¬ 
sion. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  since  20  days 
have  elapsed,  it  would  be  possible  under 
the  rules  to  offer  a  motion  to  instruct 
the  conferees  to  take  the  Senate  bill. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  extension  is 
taken  out,  which  would  give  some  sub¬ 
stance  at  least  to  the  proposition  that 
we  are  not  interested  in  the  2-year  ex¬ 
tension,  or  are  not  in  favor  of  it,  then 
certainly  that  conference  report  could 
be  voted  down  and  a  motion  made  to  in¬ 


struct  the  conferees  to  take  the  2-year 
extension.  That  would  get  the  matter 
to  the  White  House  very  quickly. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  suppose  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  stated  the  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion  accurately.  The  thing  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  do  now  is  to  go  to  conference  as 
soon  as  possible.  We  have  a  conference 
set  for  3  o’clock  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  am  very  happy  the 
conference  has  been  set  for  3  o’clock.  I 
hope  the  conferees  will  take  the  2 -year 
extension  because,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  before  the  matter  is  finally  con¬ 
cluded,  I  would  like  to  go  on  recoi'd  as 
being  for  the  2-year  extension. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  would 
like  to  address  a  question  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina.  Of  course 
I  do  not  feel  I  have  any  monopoly  of 
interest  as  far  as  this  matter  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Most  Members  are  interested  in 
these  programs  and  want  the  programs 
extended.  They  are  interested  in  the 
emergency  matter.  That  is  to  provide 
funds  to  can-y  the  program  beyond  the 
first  of  next  month.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  it.  But,  they  are  also  interested 
in  the  2-year  extension  of  this  program. 
I  am  asking  the  gentleman  why  there 
should  be  any  reluctance  to  giving  that 
2-year  extension  by  agreeing  to  the 
Senate  amendments  at  this  time.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  the  other  body  is  not  going  to 
oppose  the  House  if  the  House  says  that 
we  will  recede  and  concur  in  those  Senate 
amendments. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  should  attempt  to  put  words 
in  my  mouth  or  give  an  erroneous  in¬ 
terpretation  of  my  remai'ks.  I  am  in 
favor  of  this  program  and  have  voted 
for  it  every  time  it  has  been  before  our 
committee  and  every  time  it  has  been 
before  the  House.  Why  should  the  gen¬ 
tleman  put  me  in  the  position  of  trying 
to  speak  for  the  House  conferees  who, 
while  they  have  been  appointed,  have 
not  even  had  their  first  meeting? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Would 
the  House  conferees  feel  better  about 
this  if  they  received  instructions  from 
the  House  generally,  because  certainly 
under  the  rules  we  have  the  privilege  of 
making  a  motion  to  instruct  the  con¬ 
ferees  with  respect  to  these  amend¬ 
ments — if  that  is  what  the  gentleman 
desires? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  conferees 
are  well  aware  of  the  views  of  the  House. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  That  is 
not  the  impression  that  the  Members  of 
the  other  body  have.  They  have  given 
the  other  body  the  idea  that  this  House 
is  against  the  extension  for  2  years  at 
this  time.  I  was  just  reading  the  Senate 
debate  of  yesterday. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  do  not  see  how  any¬ 
body  could  have  such  a  false  impression. 
The  House  passed  the  bill  approving  the 
program.  I  do  not  know  that  the  matter 
was  even  debated — everybody  accepted 
it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAR’TEN.  I  know  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  unless 
we  do  get  this  bill  enacted  and  signed 
by  the  President  before  April  1  that  12 
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States  will  not  be  allowed  to  continue 
the  school-lunch  program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
am  trying  to  do  if  we  may  go  ahead  with 
the  pending  request.  I  just  made  the 
announcement  that  we  were  going  to 
meet  this  afternoon  so  the  Members  of 
the  House  will  know  that  we  will  not 
delay  in  the  matter  unduly.  The  only 
reason  we  have  not  met  heretofore  is 
that  although  we  have  tried,  we  could 
not  arrange  a  convenient  time  to  meet. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  just  so  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  will  not  misunderstand 
me,  I  am  not  at  this  time  making  any 
complaint  about  the  delay.  I  made  a 
complaint  last  Monday  of  the  delay. 
That  is  not  now  the  issue — I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  the  conferees  are  going  to 
meet  this  afternoon.  I  think  that  is 
splendid,  but  my  concern  at  this  par¬ 
ticular  time  is  that  the  conferees  rec¬ 
ognizing  that  it  is  the  will  of  the  House 
that  we  accept  that  part  of  the  Senate 
amendments  relating  to  the  2-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  brucellosis  and  the 
school-milk  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in  my  hand  a  mo¬ 
tion  which  is  a  preferential  motion 
which  would  bring  before  the  House  the 
question  and  instruct  the  conferees  to 
accept  certain  Senate  amendments.  I 
refrain  somewhat,  Mr.  Speaker,  from 
making  the  motion  because  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  House  itself  has  not  had 
notice  that  this  question  would  come  up. 
I  think  if  it  were  to  come  up,  there 
should  be  a  roll  call  vote  on  it.  Let  me 
say  this  to  the  gentleman:  That  to  the 
extent  that  I,  as  one  Member  of  the 
House  can,  if  the  conference  committee 
comes  back  without  that  2 -year  exten¬ 
sion  in  the  bill  I  am  going  to  make  every 
effort  to  have  the  House  turn  down  the 
conference  report  and  recede  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  Senate  amendments. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly,  I  would  not 
ask  the  gentleman  to  forego  any  of  his 
great  powers  and  prerogatives  to  make 
any  motion  as  he  may  desire  to  make. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  I  inquire  of 
the  chairman  if,  realizing  the  urgency 
of  the  situation,  could  he  not  report 
back  to  the  House  either  by  Monday  or 
Tuesday?  At  that  time  if  there  is  not  an 
agreement,  the  House  could  instruct  the 
conferees.  We  need  the  legislation  at 
an  early  date  or  the  school-lunch  milk 
program  will  be  jeopardized  in  six  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  will  meet  at  3 
o’clock  this  afternoon.  I  will  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  report  to  the  House  the  prog¬ 
ress  that  is  made  in  composing  the  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  two  Houses. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  ? 
[After  a  pause.]  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Cooley,  Poage,  Gathings,  Aber- 
NETHY,  Hope,  August  H.  Andresen,  and 
Hill. 

^“"Sg^SPORT  PROCEDURES 

(Mr.  ■^&graR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to'J>d^ess  the  House  for  I 
minute  and  to  revt&Rs^d  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  co^smf  a  bill.) 
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Mftk  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
intro^ed  today  a  bill  designed  to 
amend^e  Administrative  Procedure  Act 
so  as  to  ^vide  for  a  special  review  pro¬ 
cedure  in  ftases  where  a  United  States 
citizen  has  c^n  refused  a  passport,  and 
to  provide  for^andatory  refusal  of  pass¬ 
ports  to  person^nder  Communist  disci¬ 
pline. 

As  one  of  the  co^thors  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  ^ct,  I  very  strongly 
believe  in  effective  and  fair  procedures 
designed  to  provide  foXa  review  of  ad¬ 
ministrative  decisions.  have  always 
felt  that  hearings  and  revW  procedures 
are  essential  for  the  preservation  of  our 
system  of  government.  They^re  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  now,  in  view  of  the  ever 
growing  power  of  the  bureaucrm 

The  bill  which  I  introduced  t6day  is 
partially  patterned  on  a  procedure 
spelled  out  in  section  235  (c)  and  sec^n 
242  (b)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nation¬ 
ality  Act,  the  latter  fully  sustained  by  thl 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  Carlos  Marcello  v.  John  M. 
Bonds  (350  U.  S.  856  (1955)).  The  bill 
is  drawn  along  the  lines  of  the  act  of 
June  11,  1946,  generally  known  as  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act  and  it  is 
designed  to  fit  into  the  structure  of  that 
law. 

In  full  compliance  with  the  due  process 
clause  of  the  Constitution  and  within  a 
framework  constructed  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  Act,  every  citizen  of 
the  United  States  would  have,  under  my 
proposal,  his  day  in  court.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  the  Nation’s  important 
secrets  will  not  be  divulged  to  the  Com¬ 
munist  conspiracy,  certain  recent  court 
decisions  notwithstanding. 

While  we  are  on  the  subject  of  those 
court  decisions,  I  might  add  that  I  have 
read  some  of  them  with  dismay.  One 
cannot  help  but  get  the  impression  that 
some  of  our  judges  dwell  in  ivory  towers 
with  windows  shut  tight  and  shutters 
drawn,  unable  to  see  the  mortal  danger 
facing  our  freedom — the  freedom  which 
the  law  is  designed  to  protect  and  not 
help  to  destroy. 

Acting  in  perfect  timing  with  external 
Soviet  attack,  the  Communist  conspir¬ 
acy  is  out  to  destroy  the  internal  securit' 
system  of  our  country  as  well  as  that  m 
every  country  still  remaining  on  our  side. 
In  that  endeavor,  the  Communist^on- 
spiracy  is  particularly  anxious  to/cstab- 
lish  the  identity  of  those  courag^us  un¬ 
dercover  agents  of  our  investi^tive  or¬ 
ganizations  who  have  infiltralpW  the  con¬ 
spiracy,  thus  providing  /mr  security 
agencies  with  identities  qr  at  least  some 
of  the  conspirators,  ^re  and  more 
Communists  and  people  under  Commu¬ 
nist  discipline  apply  ^r  passports  know¬ 
ing  lull  well  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
has  the  right — th^uty,  rather — to  deny 
their  applicatimfe.  After  denial,  they 
take  their  ca^  to  com'ts  in  order  to 
break  the  do^  to  the  secret  files.  There 
they  want  J50  find  names  of  those  who 
keep  an  jtye  on  their  activities.  The 
success  X  this  Communist  plan  has  been 
greatl^enhanced  by  some  of  the  court' 
decisions,  holding  that  when  the  Secre- 
ta^of  State  refuses  to  issue  a  passport 
tqA  Communist,  he  must  disclose  to  the 
aplicant  the  source  of  information 
rwhich  caused  the  refusal. 


To  abide  by  those  com-t  decisions 
would  mean  a  fast  and  complete  destruc¬ 
tion  of  our  entire  security  organization. 
The  Congress  should  not  permit  that  to 
happen.  The  very  existence  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  is  at  stake. 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act  and  the  Communist  Control 
Act  of  1954  so  as  to  provide  for  a  passport 
review  procedure  and  to  prohibit  the  Issu¬ 
ance  of  passports  to  persons  under  Com¬ 
munist  discipline 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  237;  5  XJ.  S.  C. 
1001)  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  a  new 
section  entitled  “Passport  review  procedure,” 
to  read  as  follows: 

“PASSPORT  REVmW  PROCEDURE 

“Sec.  13.  (a)  As  used  in  this  section — 

“(1)  the  term  ‘applicant’  means  a  citizen 
or  national  of  the  United  States  who  has 
made  application  for  a  passport  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  1  of  title  IX  of  the  act  of 
June  15,  1917  (40  Stat.  227;  22  U.  S.  C.  213). 

“(2)  the  term  ‘special  review  officer’  means 
any  officer  of  the  Department  of  State  whom 
fhe  Secretary  of  State  deems  specifically 
lalified  to  conduct  proceedings,  prescribed 
bjS^hls  section  and  who  Is  selected  and  des-, 
Ign^ed  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  Indlvldr 
ally  or  by  regulation,  to  conduct  such  pi 
ceedin^.  Such  special  review  officer  wall 
be  subj^  to  such  supervision  and  shaU'per- 
form  sucHS^utles,  not  Inconsistent  wllfn  this 
section,  as  >Jie  Secretary  of  State  s^ll  pre¬ 
scribe. 

“(b)  Any  applicant  to  whom  tife  Secretary 
of  State  has  remsed  to  issue  y  passport,  or 
to  renew  or  exteM  a  passpo^  may  submit 
to  the  Secretary  ofVState  a  tJfmely  motion  In 
writing  for  a  revicvSbeforji  a  special  review 
officer,  and  any  such  impllcant  shall  be  ad¬ 
vised  of  his  right  to  imke  such  motion. 

“(c)  It  shall  be  the/duty  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  to  refer  a.)Fy  moiOon  for  a  review 
made  under  subs^ion  (b\  of  this  section 
to  a  special  revl^  officer.  ^  any  case  In 
which  the  Sccn«ary  of  State Nbelieves  that 
such  procedu^  would  be  of  al^ln  making 
a  determlnajnon,  he  may  direct  specifically 
or  by  regimitlon  that  an  additioml  oflicer 
of  the  De|<artment  of  State  shall  be  assigned 
to  preset  the  evidence  on  behalf  ^  the 
Goveriiment  and  In  such  case  such  addi¬ 
tional  officer  shall  have  authority  to  presSpt 
evi^nce,  and  to  interrogate,  examine,  at 
cross-examine  the  applicant  or  the  wltnessesN 
fothing  In  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be 
'construed  to  diminish  the  authority  con¬ 
ferred  upon  the  special  review  officer  con¬ 
ducting  proceedings  under  this  section. 

“(d)  A  special  review  officer  shall  conduct 
proceedings  under  this  section  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  submitting  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
a  recommendation  to  issue,  or  to  renew  or 
extend  a  passport  to  the  applicant,  or  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  such  passport  not  be  Is¬ 
sued,  or  renewed  or  extended.  In  proceed¬ 
ings  conducted  under  this  section  the  special 
review  officer  may  administer  oaths,  present 
and  receive  evidence,  interrogate,  examine, 
and  cross-examine  the  applicant  or  witness. 
The  special  review  officer  shall  communicate 
his  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  with  the  least  possible  delay  and  the 
decision  of  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  be 
final.  Such  decision  shall  tie  notified  to  the 
applicant  by  the  Secretary  of  State  in  writ¬ 
ing. 

“(e)  No  special  review  officer  shall  con¬ 
duct  a  proceeding  in  any  case  under  this 
section  in  which  he  shall  have  participated 
In  investigative  functions  or  in  which  he 
shall  have  participated  in  the  original  refusal 
of  the  application  for  the  issuance,  or  the 
renewal  or  extension  of  a  passport. 

“(f)  Proceedings  before  a  special  review 
officer  acting  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  in  accordance  with  such 


regulations,  not  inconsistent  with  this  sccj 
tlon,  as  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  prescrlj 
which  regulations  shall  include  requirem^ts 
that — 

“(1)  the  applicant  shall  be  given  ifotlce, 
reasonable  under  all  the  clrcumstwces,  of 
the  nature  of  the  charges  agalns^mim  and 
of  the  time  and  place  at  which  tjre  proceed¬ 
ings  will  be  held; 

“(2)  the  applicant  shall  ^ve  the  priv¬ 
ilege  of  being  advised,  asslste^ or  represented 
(at  no  expense  to  the  Government)  by  coun¬ 
sel.  authorized  to  practlc^ in  such  proceed¬ 
ings; 

“(3)  the  applicant  yhall  have  a  reason¬ 
able  opportunity  to  irfesent  all  information 
relevant  and  mater^l  to  the  formulation  of 
the  special  revie-^ officer’s  recommendation 
in  his  case.  Th^ppllcant  may  address  a  re¬ 
quest  In  writing  to  the  special  review  officer 
for  such  addUnonal  information  or  explana¬ 
tion  as  mayyoe  necessary  for  the  preparation 
of  the  heajifng  before  the  special  review  offi¬ 
cer.  ’Thy  special  review  officer  shall  pass 
prompt  and  finally  upon  such  request  and 
advis^he  applicant  of  his  decision; 

the  applicant  may  testify  in  his  own 
behffelf,  present  witnesses  and  offer  other 
evidence.  If  any  witness  whom  the  appli- 
i^nt  wishes  to  call  is  unable  to  appear  per- 
'^sonally,  the  special  review  officer  may,  in  his 
discretion,  accept  an  affidavit  by  him  or  order 
that  his  testimony  be  taken  by  deposition. 
Such  deposition  may  be  taken  by  any  per¬ 
son  designated  by  the  special  review  officer 
and  such  designee  shall  be  authorized  to 
administer  oaths  for  the  purpose  of  the 
depositions; 

“(5)  a  complete  verbatim  stenographic 
transcript  shall  be  made  of  proceedings  con¬ 
ducted  under  this  section  by  qualified  re¬ 
porters,  and  such  transcript  shall  constitute 
a  permanent  part  of  the  record.  Upon  re¬ 
quest  the  applicant  or  his  counsel  shall  have 
the  right  to  inspect  the  transcript,  and  each 
witness  shall  have  the  right  to  inspect  the 
transcript  of  his  own  testimony:  and 

“(6)  attendance  at  hearings  under  this 
section  shall  be  restricted  to  such  officers  of 
the  Department  of  State  as  may  be  concerned 
with  the  case  under  consideration,  the  ap¬ 
plicant,  his  counsel,  the  witnesses,  and  the 
official,  stenographers.  Witnesses  shall  be 
present  at  the  hearing  only  while  actually 
giving  testimony. 

“(g)  Proceedings  under  this  section  shall 
be  conducted  in  such  manner  as  to  protect 
from  disclosure  all  information  affecting  the 
national  security,  safety,  and  public  inter- 
^est  or  the  disclosure  of  investigative  sources 
;jr  investigative  methods. 

^(h)  ’The  files  maintained  by  the  Passport 
Offilm  of  the  Department  of  State  and  any 
otheK  pertinent  Government  files  submitted 
to  the^peclal  review  officer  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  aNpart  of  the  evidence  in  each  case 
without  ^tlmony  or  a  ruling  as  to  admissi¬ 
bility.  Siwffi  files  amy  not  be  examined  by 
the  applicar 

“(i)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  special 
review  officer  tc^^sure  the  applicant  of  com¬ 
plete  and  fair  coHslderatlon  of  his  case.  In 
determining  whetner  there  is  a  preponder¬ 
ance  of  evidence  siifmprtlng  the  denial  of  a 
passport,  or  the  denlW  to  renew  or  extend 
a  passport,  the  special  review  officer  shall 
consider  the  entire  re^rd,  including  the 
transcript  of  the  proceediKgs  and  such  con¬ 
fidential  information  as  nW  may  have  re¬ 
ceived.  The  special  review  otecer  shall  take 
into  consideration  the  lnablllt^)f  the  appli¬ 
cant  to  challenge  information  ^  which  he 
has  not  been  advised  in  full  or  liV  detail,  or 
to  attack  the  credibility  of  Information 
which  has  not  been  disclosed  to  hlnl  For¬ 
mal  rules  of  evidence  shall  not  apply  in 
proceedings  under  this  section  except ’toat 
reasonable  restrictions  shall  be  imposedViy 
the  special  review  officer  as  to  the  relevant 
competency,  and  materiality  of  evidence  In-^ 
troduced  in  the  proceedings.” 
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nth  the  added  precaution,  that  any 
recSmized  public  or  private  agency — 
UnitOT  States  Consular  Service,  Red 
Cross,^ff  various  religious  organizations, 
and  so  f^th — so  authorized,  shall  super¬ 
vise  shipment  and  distribution  of  such 
necessities’^  make  certain  that  they 
reach  the  hmds  of  those  designated  as 
beneficiaries  \ho  happen  to  reside  in 
unfriendly  Cormnunist  countries. 

Our  purpose  i^o  protect  the  rights 
of  the  individualNconcerned,  without 
abetting,  even  indir^ly,  the  Communist 
conspiracy. 

Much  as  they  migh\  protest,  or  at¬ 
tempt  to  distort  our  m^ives  through 
propaganda,  I  believe  thacSthe  Commu¬ 
nists  would  prefer  to  havb  food  and 
clothing  and  necessities  of  Np  coming 
into  their  countries  in  the  fonn  of  be¬ 
quests,  rather  than  have  us  cut  ^  such 
bequests  completely. 

There  are  so  many  people  in  PoISmd, 
and  Lithuania,  and  Czechoslovakia,  ^d 
other  Communist-controlled  countrie 
who  look  to  their  kinfolk  in  the  Unitec 
States  for  help. 

The  best  we  can  do  for  them  through 
bequests  is  to  provide  them  with  the 
necessities  of  life,  actually  delivered  to 
them. 

The  legislation,  I  recommend,  would 
carry  out  the  will  of  the  legators,  while 
eliminating  the  diversion  of  such  lega¬ 
cies  by  Communist  Governments  for  the 
purpose  of  weakening  the  national  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  United  States. 


THE  SEGREGATION  ISSUE 

(Mr.  BURDICK  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  BURDICK  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  appear  in  the  Appendix  of 
today’s  Record.] 


vast  numbers  of  our  growing  population 
concentrated  in  our  urban  areas. 

Busy  as  our  early  farmers  were  in 
building  their  homes  on  the  frontier 
and  establishing  the  fertility  of  our 
fields  and,  badly  as  they  needed  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  each  member  of  their  fam¬ 
ilies,  they  insisted  that  their  children 
receive  an  education  in  schools  which 
they  provided  through  their  own  labor. 
From  these  rude  classrooms,  the  states¬ 
men  of  our  new  Nation  came.  Busy  as 
they  were,  they  set  aside  1  day  of  rest 
to  worship  in  one  of  the  country 
churches  which  symbolized  their  reli¬ 
gious  faiths.  This  deep  spiritual  con¬ 
viction  has  guided  our  Nation  through 
its  darkest  days  of  crisis  and  peril. 

It  was  the  farmer’s  faith  and  his  be-  ^ 
‘lief  in  freedom  which  stoffened  his  de¬ 
termination  to  assist  his  neighbors  in 
their  stand  at  Lexington.  It  was  his 
clear  and  refiective  mind  that  helped 
formulate  the  bold  new  concepts  of  our 
infant  Nation  which  produced  our  Con¬ 
stitution — that  document  which  made  a 
reality  of  man’s  struggle  for  Individual 
Xgnity  and  freedom. 

‘he  American  farmer  has  reme: 
berM  the  meaning  of  that  document 
and  ^rnestly  believes  in  the  righ^ and 
privile^s  which  it  guarantees.  /In  no 
segmentVof  our  population  doe^he  fire 
of  freedorh  burn  more  fiercely  nor  are 
the  aspiratrems  of  liberty  mo^  appreci¬ 
ated  than  by  imr  farmers,  ^his  pioneer, 
this  rail-splitUM-,  this  h^espun,  reli¬ 
gious,  hardworlNlg  may  whose  children 
have  gone  forth  uo  se^e  on  the  battle¬ 
fields,  in  the  labor^ry,  and  the  fac¬ 
tory,  ever  keepin&Apr  Nation  strong, 
should  receive  tWe  Npognition  which 
other  groups  oy  our  population  have 
been  accorded/through  N^e  issuance  of 
a  special  stanip. 


POSTAGE  STAMP  IN  HONOR  OF  THE 
AMERICAN  FARMER 
(Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
have  today  introduced  a  bill  to  aut^r- 
ize  the  Postmaster  General  to  issjre  a 
postage  stamp  Jn  honor  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer. 

Our  Nation  has  frequentlw^sed  its 
postage  stamps  to  honor  and tribute 
to  a  multitude  of  events  and  persons. 
Meanwhile,  the  Americanr  farmer  has 
continued  in  his  steady  f^hion  to  plant, 
cultivate,  harvest,  anc^market  the  food 
America’s  millions  r^uire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yhave  known  many 
farmers  and  haveiived  and  worked  with 
them.  With  harness  and  rugged  de¬ 
termination,  aenerations  of  farmers 
cleared  the  wilderness  of  this  continent 
and  preparafl  new  fields  to  provide  food 
for  their  mmilies  and  their  neighbors. 
Prom  ttfiB  humble  beginning,  the  im- 
portanoe  of  the  farmer’s  role  has  in¬ 
crease  steadily  throughout  our  history 
as  hieproduced  in  ever-greater  abun- 
da;fce  the  food  and  fiber  necessary  to 
pport  our  expanding  industries  and  the 


LACK  Oy  RAILWAY  FREIGHT  CARS 

(MryfejliSWORTH  asked  arid  was 
granb^  permission  to  address  the  :^use 
for  yminute  and  to  revise  and  extencnhis 

y^v.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  a 
/sure  that  the  Members  of  the  House  do 
not  realize  the  real  and  present  danger 
to  the  economy  of  our  country  because  of 
the  lack  of  an  adequate  number  of  rail¬ 
way  freight  cars  necessary  to  move  the 
products  of  our  farms,  factories,  forests, 
and  mines  on  the  railroads  of  the  United 

We  do  know  that  last  year  during  the 
summer  and  fall  months  a  nationwide 
car  shortage  was  experienced  which  did 
severe  damage.  Since  a  crisis  of  that 
kind  had  not  been  experienced  for  sev¬ 
eral  years,  I  think  it  may  have  been  gen¬ 
erally  assumed  that  1955  was  an  excep¬ 
tional  year  and  that,  all  in  all,  things 
were  not  so  bad  and  that  it  might  not 
happen  again. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  happened  last  year 
was  just  a  preview  of  what  inevitably 
must  occur  again  this  year  and  in  future 
years  until  the  present  adverse  car  situ¬ 
ation  is  corrected. 

Let  me  present  a  few  figures:  In  1935, 
the  number  of  freight  cars  on  the  class  A 
railroads  was  2,000,000.  By  1954  that 
number  dropped  to  1,735,900.  At  the 


first  of  this  year  the  total  number  of  c^s 
on  the  lines  is  1,694,000.  Meanwhiley^r 
annual  gross-product  figure  has  touched 
the  $4  billion  mark,  and  8  perceififmore 
cars  are  being  loaded  now  tharjAt  this 
same  period  last  year. 

In  1955,'  37,509  new  and  n6built  cars 
were  installed  on  the  railroaras.  In  that 
same  year  73,491  cars  wejre  junked.  In 
other  words,  the  num^  of  available 
freight  cars  is  being  sMrply  reduced  at 
the  same  time  the  ne^  for  more  cars  is 
sharply  increasing. 

The  car  shorta^  for  this  year,  1956, 
has  already  begu^r  The  net  shortage  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Cyv  Service  Section  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  for 
the  week  of  ^bruary  25  of  this  year  was 
2,174  cars. 

Obviov^y,  the  solution  of  this  problem 
lies  witli  the  railroads  themselves.  But 
as  of  mis  moment  the  railroads  have  not 
met  /md  are  not  meeting  their  responsi- 
bilttiy.  The  result  of  their  failure  can  be 
d^astrous.  Their  policy  is  tragically 
ne  of  too  little  and  too  late. 

Last  year  the  railroads  did  order  147,- 
320  freight  cars  and  now  they  are  anx¬ 
iously  awaiting  delivery  of  those  cars. 
If  the  entire  147,320  cars  could  be  de¬ 
livered  within  the  next  6  months,  the 
situation  would  be  relieved.  The  fact  is, 
however,  that  delivery  of  new  cars  is 
averaging  only  4,000  a  month,  while  at 
the  same  time  8,000  cars  per  month  are 
being  junked. 

The  picture  becomes  even  blacker 
when  it  is  realized  that  the  all-time 
record  of  car  production  which  occurred 
during  World  War  II  was  only  a  little 
more  than  10,000  cars  a  month. 

There  seems  to  be  only  one  possibility 
of  relieving  the  situation  for  this  year,  at 
least  to  some  extent,  and  that  is  to  ob¬ 
tain  maximum  efficiency  from  the 
present  inadequate  supply  of  cars.  The 
railroads  themselves  have  made  mar¬ 
velous  strides  toward  greater  efficiency 
in  freight  handling,  but  there  are  still 
many  abuses.  As  I  see  it,  the  appropriate 
action  for  Congress  to  take  toward  re¬ 
lieving  this  situation  and  toward  meet¬ 
ing  what  is  inevitably  bound  to  be  an 
emergency  is  to  pass  legislation  which 
n  direct  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  at  least  partially,  to  elimi- 
naN  the  abuses. 

I  nave  introduced  a  bill  for  the  con- 
sidera^n  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Interst^  and  Foreign  Commerce  which 
at  least  Suggests  several  steps  the  ICC 
can  take  tbs.  speed  up  the  movement  of 
freight  cars^ 

The  bill  I  haVe  introduced  provides  the 
•Commission  with  authority,  under 
emergency  condi^ns:  First,  to  levy  a 
penalty  against  a  rifilroad  for  failing  to 
supply  a  shipper  w^  a  car  within  a 
reasonable  time;  secomiL  my  bill  gives  the 
Commission  the  authority  to  levy  a  pen¬ 
alty  against  any  shipperVncluding  the 
Government  of  the  Unite^States,  who 
holds  and  uses  a  freight  caAfor  storage 
purposes:  third,  my  bill  gives'^e  Com¬ 
mission  the  authority  to  presoi^®  the 
routing  of  traffic  in  such  manney^as  to 
insure  the  minimum  per  diem  us^f  a 
car  from  the  shipper  to  its  destination, 
and  fourth,  the  bill  gives  the  Comml^ 
Sion  the  authority  to  levy  a  penalty  pel 


4216> 


CO]  ^GRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOC  SE 


March  15 


diem  against  any  railroad  which  is  un¬ 
reasonably  holding  on  its  lines  cars 
owned  by  pother  railroad. 

Admittedly  these  provisions  place 
drastic  power  ^  the  hands  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerc^ommission,  but  a  crisis 
such  as  we  inevityiy  face  would  seem  to 
require  the  applicyon  of  drastic  reme¬ 
dies.  \ 

I  hope  the  Commn;tee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commery  will  give  early 
attention  to  this  bill  anJIthe  problem  it 
seeks  to  solve.  That  gAiat  committee 
with  its  professional  staff  imy  have  bet¬ 
ter  ideas  to  incorporate  inuo  law.  My 
only  hope  is  that  something  b^ione  and 
be  done  soon.  It  is  already  mti^h  later 
than  you  think. 

SCHOOL-MILK  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  LAIRD  asked  and  was  given  p^- 
mission  to  address  the  House  for 
minute.) 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  listened 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the  debate 
that  took  place  a  few  minutes  ago  re¬ 
garding  H.  R.  8320.  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  misunderstanding  about  what 
this  bill  actually  does.  The  Senate  has 
added  an  amendment  to  this  bill  which 
provides  for  a  2-year  extension  for  the 
school -milk  program,  which  is  serving 
16  million  American  schoolchildren. 
Also  included  was  an  amendment  which 
provides  for  the  continuation  of  the 
brucellosis  program  for  the  next  2  fiscal 
years. 

It  is  important  that  this  bill  with  these 
extensions  become  law  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible  in  order  for  each  of  the  48  States 
to  make  its  school-milk  plans  for  the  new 
school  year  and  for  each  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  agriculture  to  proceed  with 
plans  for  their  brucellosis  program  for 
the  next  fiscal  year.  It  is  most  important 
that  the  House  recede  from  its  position 
and  accept  the  Senate  amendments.  If 
the  conference  which  takes  place  at  3 
o’clock  this  afternoon  does  not  result 
in  the  House’s  receding  from  its  position, 

I  intend  to  oppose  the  conference  report 
and  support  the  motion  of  my  colleague 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Byrnes]  that  the  conference  report  be 
rejected  and  that  the  House  recede  from 
its  position  and  accept  the  Senate 
amendments.  It  is  important  that  this, 
legislation  with  the  Senate  amendment 
be  sent  to  the  White  House  immediate! 
This  procedure  is  the  only  one  avail^le 
to  positively  insure  that  the  school^ilk 
and  brucellosis  programs  are  exj^ded 
for  the  next  2  years. 

EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  delay  in  appoint¬ 
ing  House  conferees  on  the  bill  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Sugar  Act,  H.  R.  7030,  I  hope 
the  conferees  will  act  with  dispatch. 

In  my  opinion,  there  were  certain  de- 
ficiences  in  H.  R.  7030  as  it  passed  the 
House  to  which  I  called  attention  at  the 
time.  The  bill,  as  amended  by  the  Sen¬ 


ate,  corrects  some  of  these  deficiencies. 
I  think  we  should  agree  to  the  Senate 
amendments. 

We  hear  many  statements  on  doing 
something  about  our  agricultural  situa¬ 
tion.  Here  is  an  opportunity  to  do 
something.  The  farmers  of  50  percent 
of  our  States  are  directly  and  vitally  af¬ 
fected  by  this  sugar  legislation.  Many 
other  crops.  States,  ai^d  farmers  are  in¬ 
directly  affected. 

Another  planting  season  is  upon  us. 
The  expiration  date  of  the  Sugar  Act 
is  rapidly  approaching.  This  important 
segment  of  our  farm  economy  is  entitled 
to  have  the  uncertainty  removed.  I  hope 
the  conferees  will  report  and  the  legis¬ 
lation  be  enacted  without  delay  to  ac- 
complish  these  pm-poses. 

ST.  PA'TRICK’S  DAY 

(Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
^permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
dnute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
irks.) 

,  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  March 
17  i^a  bright  day  for  all  men  of  good 
will,  ^ether  they  claim  direct  connec-y 
tion  with  Ireland  or  not.  For  on  thj 
day,  all^  us  can  wear  a  bit  of  greervus 
a  token  OA,pur  esteem  and  love  fo^re- 
land  and  f^  St.  Patrick,  who  la^  the 
foundations  of  that  land’s  greatness. 

What  an  ar^red  world  It  ^uld  be 
without  the  Iri^  It  would  l^k  a  great 
deal  of  its  wit  aW  learning  its  gaiety 
and  glory,  its  tear\and  la^hter. 

We  in  this  countX  ai^ especially  in¬ 
debted  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of 
the  Emerald  Isle.  Tl^  have  brought 
to  our  shores  a  ce^inNnative  quality 
that  takes  the  fornyof  dasning  and  self¬ 
less  courage.  It  is  the  kin^of  courage 
which  makes  thMrishman  leiud  his  heart 
and  soul  to  an^ause  he  espou^s. 

All  throug^our  history  the  names  of 
Irish  desce^ants  stand  out  as  shining 
lights.  They  have  toiled,  fought,\uf- 
fered,  anfl  sacrificed  in  the  buildin^of 
our  gr^t  Nation.  They  have  carvt 
their  names  deeply  on  the  scrolls  of  oui' 
histyy  and  in  the  deepest  recesses  of 
our/nearts. 

’o  all  Irishmen  and  to  all  men  every- 
lere,  St.  Patrick  stands  as  the  sym- 
)1  of  this  Irish  valor  and  love  of  lib¬ 
erty.  He  is  one  of  the  great  leaders  of 
all  time  in  the  fight  for  freedom  for 
all  mankind  and  to  men  of  religious 
conviction  particularly  his  example  will 
be  an  eternal  stimulus.  Especially  today, 
with  so  much  of  the  earth’s  population 
trapped  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  and 
elsewhere  under  the  heel  of  godless  rul¬ 
ers,  we  can  learn  from  his  life  that  suf¬ 
fering  should  lead  to  even  more  deeply 
religious  convictions.  It  is  a  thought 
well  worth  pondering  and  remembering. 

I  ask  that  all  men  of  good  faith  pause 
with  me  today  to  think  upon  the  hfe, 
deeds,  and  glorious  memory  of  this  great, 
good,  and  holy  man. 

It  is  my  earnest  hope  that  America 
will  always  pay  tribute  throughout  the 
land  to  Ireland,  that  living  symbol  of 
the  love  of  freedom,  and  to  the  great 
St.  Patrick,  whose  life  symbolizes  devo¬ 
tion  to  God. 


ST.  PATRICK’S  DAY 


(Mr.  CANFIELD  asked  and  was  gwen 
permission  to  address  the  House  jkr  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  Jws  re- 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Speyer,  Hal 
O’Boyle,  the  noted  columnist,^rites  that 
on  the  17th  of  March  there  two  kinds 
of  people — those  who  are  Msh  and  those 
who  wish  they  were  Iinsh.  Speaking 
last  night  in  our  Nation’s  Capital,  the 
very  distinguished,  th^ery  able,  and  the 
very  witty  Prime  Minister  of  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Ireland,  Mr.^ostello,  said: 

I  feel  very  sorry  /or  those  few  Americans 
who  do  not  have  /ome  Irish  connections. 

Well,  I  feel  ^ewise,  and  I  think  those 
Americans  yare  very  few  indeed. 
Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  very  proud  of 
those  connections,  both  by  blood  and 
friendslw.  This  afternoon,  I  know  the 
House  is  going  to  give  a  very  friendly 
and  ^ery  warm  reception  to  our  distin- 
gui^ed  visitor  from  the  Republic  of  Ire¬ 
land,  bearing  in  mind  the  timeliness  of 
visit  on  the  eve  of  St.  Patrick’s  Day, 
(nd  having  in  mind  also  hs  own  eminence 
'in  Ireland,  and  remembering  too  the  af¬ 
fection  between  our  two  peoples  and  all 
that  the  Irish  have  done  to  build  our 
United  States  of  America. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  friend  and  colleague,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  with  respect  to  the  gentleman’s  state¬ 
ment  about  feeling  sorry  for  Americans 
who  do  not  have  Irish  blood  in  them,  I 
might  say  as  an  Irish  American  that  the 
fundamental  spiritual  thing  in  all  Irish¬ 
men  is  love  of  individual  freedom  under 
God,  and  in  that  respect  every  American 
has  Irish  blood  in  him. 

Mr.  CANFIELD,  With  that  I  most 
certainly  agree. 

ANNUAL  REPORT  OP  CIVIL  SERVICE 
COMMISSION  —  MESSAGE  FROM 
’THE  PRESIDENT  OP  THE  UNITED 
STA'TES  (H.  DOC.  NO.  253) 

s^The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
tnft  following  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  was  read  and, 
togemer  with  the  accompanying  papers, 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Of¬ 
fice  anovCivil  Service  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  wth  illustrations: 

To  the  Consress  of  the  United  States: 

1  transmit  imrewith  the  annual  report 
of  the  United  ^ates  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30, 
1955. 

DwidtaT  D.  Eisenhower. 
The  White  HousX  March  15.  1956. 

INVESTIGATION  OP  >CHARITY  AP¬ 
PEALS  IN  THE  NAI4E  OF  THE 
AMERICAN  VETERAN 

Mr.  THORNBERR'5^.  Mr.'' 
direction  of  the  Committee 
call  up  the  resolution  (H. 
authorize  the  Committee  on  Vi 
Affairs  to  investigate  and  study 


for  charitable  contributions  made  i 
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Ix^lther  give  the  attorney  a  passport  or  a 
hea^ng.  Now  this  hearing  is  not  for  the 
purple  of  having  the  attorney  testify  as  to 
his  relMionship  with  the  Communist  Party, 
but  undWr  the  conditions  established  by  the 
court,  is  iMreiy  a  forum  to  force  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  emosC'  its  informants  and  its  evi¬ 
dence,  witmout  any  assurance  that  the 
attorney  will^prm  or  deny  the  testimony  or 
evidence. 

This  is  a  dou'fljfi  barrel  strategy  advanced 
by  the  Communisi^.  For  when  the  courts 
Intervene,  the  disclyetionary  power  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  ik  destroyed,  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party  receiveXa  complete  victory. 
If  a  hearing  is  granted,  Communist  Party 
learns  the  identity  of  thXFBI  agents  with¬ 
in  its  ranks.  If  the  Gove^ment  refuses  a 
hearing,  the  Communist  Panjv  member,  the 
potential  espionage  agent,  reaves  his  pass¬ 
port. 

I  am  reminded  of  a  story  abflut  a  Com 
munist  Party  member  who  was  m^ested  in 
Virginia  for  a  traffic  violation.  lining  his 
trial  he  was  asked  if  he  were  a  mender  of 
the  Communist  Party.  Boldly  and  firnm^,  he 
answered  “No.”  After  the  trial,  this 
munist  advised  the  district  secretary  of  fbe 
Communist  Party  of  his  testimony.  He  re 
ceived  immediate  protection,  as  the  dis¬ 
trict  secretary  prepared  an  expulsion  notice 
dated  prior  to  his  trial. 

The  denial  of  membership  in  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party  cannot  be  accepted  by  the 
Government  unless  the  applicant  for  a  pass- 
,  port  demonstrates  by  his  statements  that 
his  break  with  this  conspiracy  was  final  and 
complete.  The  security  of  the  United  States 
will  not  be  safeguarded  through  demands 
that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  During  our  recent  hearings  deal- 
ing  with  Communist  activities  among  Gov-* 
ernment  employees,  more  than  one  wit¬ 
ness  admitted  perjuring  himself  when  ques¬ 
tioned  about  his  membership  in  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party,  while  a  Government  em¬ 
ployee. 

Applicants  for  passports  sign  an  oath  of 
allegiance  to  the  United  States.  However, 
this  oath  cannot  be  accepted  when  it  is 
executed  by  an  applicant  who  is  a  member, 
or  supporter,  of  the  Communist  conspiracy. 
One  such  applicant  was  a  delegate  to  the 
Peking  Peace  Conference  in  1952.  He  trav¬ 
eled  to  Peking  on  a  United  States  pass¬ 
port,  stamped  “Not  valid  for  travel  in  Com¬ 
munist  China.”  In  spite  of  this  restric¬ 
tion,  he  traveled  to  China,  even  though  in 
his  application  he  withheld  the  knowledge 
that  he  was  a  delegate  to  this  Communist- 
sponsored  and  controlled  conference. 

In  my  opinion,  the  fraud  perpetrated  on 
the  United  States  in  obtaining  and  travel¬ 
ing  on  this  passport,  was  a  crime,  but  his 
conduct  while  at  the  conference  constitute^-** 
treason.  This  naturalized  American  not  omy 
blamed  the  death  of  American  servlc^en. 
in  the  Korean  war  upon  the  United  Sirates, 
but  over  the  Communist  radio,  ^amed 
around  the  world,  he  confirmed  Conmaunist 
China’s  charges  that  the  United  S^tes  had 
engaged  in  biological  warfare.  H^  based  his 
findings  on  evidence  presenteyby  a  Com¬ 
munist  scientific  commission ydnd  the  con¬ 
fessions  of  those  Americans ^ho  were  Com¬ 
munist  prisoners  of  war. /That  the  com¬ 
mission  was  a  fake,  ai/^  the  confessions 
forged,  made  no  differe/e  to  this  traitor. 

On  January  29  of  yJast  year,  this  man 
was  a  witness  before  Jme  Committee  on  Un- 
American  Activities/ Was  he  a  Communist? 
Was  he  a  delegate/o  the  Peking  Peace  Con¬ 
ference?  Did  h/  make  the  radio  speech 
which  was  mon^ored  in  the  United  States? 
His  responses  lo  all  these  questions  were  that 
he  refused  t/answer,  because  (1),  it  is  im¬ 
proper  un^^r  the  9th  and  10th  amendments 
for  the  Committee  to  inquire  into  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  ^ivate  citizens:  (2),  because  the 
4th  an^ndment  prevents  the  searching  of 
his  MMid;  (3),  because  the  1st  amendment 


guarantees  him  freedom  of  speech  and  as¬ 
sociation;  and  (4),  the  most  Important  to 
him— the  6th  amendment,  which  protects 
him  in  his  fear  of  self-incrimination. 

In  discussing  the  Communists’  use  of 
American  passports,  to  conduct  their  inter¬ 
national  espionage  organization,  to  cause 
civil  unrest,  and  to  flee  from  their  crimes, 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  North  Carolina  was 
one  of  the  first  States  to  be  temporarily  de¬ 
nied  justice  because  of  a  fraudulent  pass¬ 
port. 

I  need  not  recall  to  many  of  you  the  vio¬ 
lent  Gastonia  textile  strike  of  1929.  This 
was  the  strike  which  resulted  in  the  unfor¬ 
tunate  death  of  the  chief  of  police  of  Gas¬ 
tonia.  This  was  the  strike  conceived  and  led 
by  the  Communist  Party.  As  you  know, 
those  responsible  for  the  violence  were  con¬ 
victed  for  their  crime.  The  convicted  Com¬ 
munist  leaders  fled  North  Carolina  and  the 
United  States  through  fraudulent  passports 
obtained  with  the  assistance  of  the  Commu¬ 
nist  Party  in  New  York.  Fred  Beal,  the  lead¬ 
er,  testified  before  the  committee  some  10 
years  later.  He  related  how  he  was  instruct¬ 
ed  in  the  identity  of  an  individual  whose 
name  he  was  to  assume.  How  he  obtained  a 
birth  certificate  belonging  to  his  pseudonym, 
and  thereafter  obtained  a  passport,  under 
^hlch  he  traveled  to  Russia.  As  you  know, 
al  later  chose  jail  in  North  Carolina  to 
fr^dom  in  Russia. 

,1  advised  the  Congress  how  his  passp/t 
was  taken  from  him  in  Russia.  A  fonner 
head  ^  the  Communist  Party  has  te^fied 
that  AnWican  and  Canadian  passpor/  were 
the  most Numportant  item  necessar/ to  the 
successful  Noperation  of  an  Int/national 
espionage  or^nlzatlon.  He  testiffira  that  the 
Communist  D^ernational — wheffiier  known 
as  “Comintern\  or  “Cominfonm” — operated 
an  espionage  school  in  JMo/)w,  known  as 
the  Lenin  InstltutH.  At  th/Lenin  Institute 
instructions  were  g^en  In  espionage  and 
sabotage,  which  in^/tions  included  a 
course  in  passports.  Hundreds  of  Amerlcari* 
Communists,  most  o:/l^  present  leaders  of 
the  American  Comnymlst^arty,  learned  how 
to  obtain  passport/througll^the  use  of  false 
birth  records,  faise  natlon^zatlon  certlfg 
icates,  counterfeiting,  or  otn^  fraudulent 
methods.  The;re  leaders  learneavthelr  lesson 
well,  because/nany  of  them  have  \raveled  on 
passports  obtained  through  forgkd  docu¬ 
ments.  Not  only  American  Cornteunists 
have  tr/eled  on  American  passport^  but 
also  infernational  Communist  agents\vho 
were  irot  American  citizens. 

Ii/the  early  1920's,  there  was  establish' 
In/ie  United  States  and  in  England,  a  corpo 
r/ion  known  as  “Arcos-America.”  Accord- 
ng  to  its  articles  of  incorporation,  this  firm 
dealt  solely  in  trade  between  the  United 
States  and  England  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
Soon  after  its  organization,  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  suspected  that  the  corporation  was 
a  cover  for  military  intelligence  activities. 
In  1927,  as  a  result  of  evidence  obtained 
through  raids  on  the  corporation  and  its 
personnel,  these  suspicions  were  confirmed. 
The  evidence  was  so  shocking  to  the  people 
of  England,  that  that  country  severed  diplo¬ 
matic  relationship  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
Included  in  the  evidence  obtained  were  doc¬ 
uments  which  clearly  established  that  the 
American  Commrmist  Party  was  being  fi¬ 
nanced  by  the  Soviet  Union  through  this  cor¬ 
poration.  The  documents  established  that 
an  attorney  for  the  Communist  Party  of  the 
United  States,  was  the  individual  through 
whom  the  money  was  transmitted,  proving 
that  membership  in  the  Communist  Party  is 
not  an  important  item  in  determining  a 
Communist.  This  same  attorney,  in  1939, 
testified  before  the  Dies  committee.  He  testi¬ 
fied  he  was  not  then,  nor  had  he  ever  been, 
a  member  of  the  Communist  Party. 

The  head  of  the  English  branch  of  Arcos- 
America,  was  an  International  Communist 
espionage  agent,  by  the  name  of  Kirchen- 


stein.  He  was' not  an  American,  yet  it  w^ 
established  that  he  traveled  through  Can^a 
in  1922,  1923,  and  1925,  posing  as  an  ArMri- 
can.  In  1929,  this  same  Kirchenstei/  ob¬ 
tained  an  American  passport  under  tl/name 
of  Kleges.  This  was  accomplished  /tirough 
orders  received  by  an  American  c/nmunist 
from  the  head  of  Soviet  Military  /telllgence. 
This  same  Communist  travels/ to  Moscow 
to  obtain  these  Instructions,  amd  thereafter 
obtained  the  passport  through  false  natu¬ 
ralization  documents,  wh/h  he  obtained 
through  a  fellow-Commi/ist,  who  was  an 
undertaker  In  Brooklyn,/.  Y. 

This  is  not  an  isolayfu  case.  The  records 
relating  to  the  use  / fraudulent  passports 
by  Communists  ar^/volumlnous.  They  in¬ 
clude  American  Cq/munists  traveling  under 
false  documents /ito  almost  every  country 
of  Europe,  Asia^and  South  America.  All  of 
this  activity  /as  carried  out  through  in¬ 
structions  is/ed  by  their  masters  in  Russia. 

To  decent  the  American  Goveo-nment, 
they  cre/ed  travel  agencies.  The  most 
famous  ym  America  was  World  Tourists. 
This  a/ncy  was  headed  by  Golos,  the  man 
identified  by  Elizabeth  Bentley  as  one  of 
the/eads  of  Soviet  espionage  activities  in 
Amferica.  World  Tourists,  which  also 
/idled  the  travel  business  of  non-Commu- 
,„iists,  maintained  four  separate  accounts, 
used  solely  to  cover  travel  of  the  Communist 
Party  and  its  front  organizations. 

Whittaker  Chambers  testified  at  length 
about  the  use  made  of  American  and  Can¬ 
adian  passports  by  Communist  espionage 
agents.  He  described  how  the  Communists 
used  members  of  the  Young  Communist 
League  to  search  metropolitan  newspapers  to 
learn  the  identity  of  people  who  had  died, 
but  who  possessed  the  approximate  birth- 
date  and  national  origin  characteristics  of 
an  agent  whom  the  Communists  desired  to 
use  in  their  espionage  apparatus.  After  ob¬ 
taining  suitable  statistics,  the  Communist 
Party  would  then  apply  for  a  copy  of  a  birth 
certificate  covering  the  birth  of  an  indi¬ 
vidual  they  found  to  be  deceased.  Under 
the  name  of  a  dead  man,  the  espionage 
agents,  armed  with  an  American  passport, 
would  then  travel  the  world.  • 

Chambers  identified  the  notorious  J.  Pe¬ 
ters,  the  author  of  the  Communist  manual  on 
organization,  as  the  person  in  charge  of  this 
vital  espionage  operation. 

Many  Americans  who  fought  for  interna¬ 
tional  communism  in  Spain  during  the  Span¬ 
ish  civil  war,  have  testified  as  to  how  their 
passports  were  taken  from  them  when  they 
arrived  in  Spain.  They  told  of  how  they 
were  instructed  to  supply  false  information 
to  the  State  Department,  in  order  to  cover 
\heir  intended  destination.  Others  have  tes¬ 
tified  that  these  passports  were  used  during 
tlNr '  validity  by  Communist  espionage 
agents  who  were  issued  these  same  passports 
by  tlXi Communist  headquarters  in  Russia. 

Gerhirt  Eisler,  a  leader  of  the  German 
Commurnst  Party,  illegally  entered  the 
United  Stipes  in  the  early  1930’s.  After  his 
arrival,  he\ecame  a  leader  of  the  American 
Communist ^rty.  In  1934,  Eisler  was  called 
to  Russia.  Because  of  his  illegal  status,  he 
could  not  appl^or  or  receive  an  exit  or  re¬ 
entry  permit.  -lyerefore,  his  only  recourse 
was  through  a  fraudulent  passport.  Utiliz¬ 
ing  the  espionage  ^resources  of  American 
Communist  agents,  he  obtained  a  United 
States  passport,  using  t\e  naturalization  cer¬ 
tificate  of  a  member  of  tne  Communist  Party. 
Not  until  after  World  w\  II,  through  the 
work  of  the  Committee  ^  Un-American 
Activities,  was  Eisler  exposed>tried,  and  con¬ 
victed  for  a  portion  of  his  tre^hery  against 
America.  While  on  $25,000  bail,>j^ndlng  ap¬ 
peal  from  his  conviction,  he  jumped  bail, 
fled  to  Poland,  and  again  assumedShis  posi¬ 
tion  of  Communist  leadership. 

Since  World  War  II,  the  Communls^have 
continued  to  use  American  passports  t^he 
detriment  of  the  United  States  and  in  ^p- 
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port\f  International  communism.  Ameri¬ 
can  dSegates  to  Communist  youth  festivals 
have  condemned  America  to  the  world.  The! 
worldwidaieace  offensive  staged  by  the  Com- 1 
munist  conspiracy  was  under  the  leadership! 
of  AmericaX  Communists.  At  Communist! 
peace  confer^ces,  American  Communists 
proclaimed  to  >he  world  that  America  was 
a  warmongering  Ifotion.  while  Russia  was  the 
bulwark  for  peacA.  Labor  delegations  from 
America  have  condemned  the  United  States 
as  a  slave  labor  coui^ry.  while  praising  the 
Soviet  Union  as  the  v^kers’  paradise.  j 

These  Communist  ^delegates  obtained] 
American  passports  by  wrthholding  from  the  | 
Government  the  fact  tha\they  were  both 
delegates  to  these  Commu^t  conferences, 
and  also  the  fact  that  theyN^en  intended 
traveling  in  the  countries  wherk  the  confer-  I 
ences  were  held.  Many  of  these  oonferences, 
such  as  the  Pekin  Conference,  whVch  I  have 
discussed,  were  in  countries  where  tVvel  was 
restricted  by  the  Department  of  Sta^. 

These  disclosures  which  I  have  calW  to 
your  attention,  brings  us  to  the  cun(£nt 
struggle  faced  by  the  Secretary  of  State\^ 
an  attempt  to  protect  the  security  of  t^ 
United  States  in  the  cases  of  applications  for> 
passports  by  Communists.  It  is  a  battle 
which  I  have  indicated  we  are  losing,  if,  in 
fact,  we  have  not  already  lost. 

In  1950,  together  with  John  S.  Wood,  of 
Georgia,  and  the  late  Senator  McCarran  of 
Nevada,  I  authored  a  provision  to  the  In¬ 
ternal  Security  Act  which  was  intended  to 
deny  passports  to  members  of  the  Commu¬ 
nist  Party.  Knowing  the  organizations  of 
the  Communist  Party.  I  provided  that  pass¬ 
ports  should  be  denied  to  all  persons  regard¬ 
less  of  their  formal  afailation  with  the  Com¬ 
munist  Party,  if  there  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  Government,  reasonable  evidence  that 
their  travel  would  advance  the  cause  of  the 
Communist  movement. 

This  is  not  the  time  for  America  to  be 
weak.  We  need  the  courage  of  Andrew  Jack- 
son,  who  told  Chief  Justice  Marshall  “Now 
that  you  have  issued  your  order,  let’s  see  you 
enforce  it.” 


Delay  on  Sugar  Legislation 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  A.  L.  MILLER 

OP  NEBRASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  March  15,  1956 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  yesterday  I  asked  the  chairman  of 
the  Agriculture  Committee,  Mr.  Cooley, 
to  be  present  this  morning  in  order  to 
explain  or  defend  his  position  in  not 
bringing  up  the  sugar  bill  for  conference. 
I  understand  he  will  ask  for  conferees 
today. 

It  was  nearly  SVz  months  ago  that  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  presented  H.  R.  7030  to 
this  body  and  even  though  the  commit¬ 
tee  had  conducted  no  hearings  on  the 
bill,  because  of  its  importance,  on  July 
30,  1955,  it  was  passed  by  the  House  with 
an  overwhelming  majority. 

On  February  8  of  this  year,  the  other 
body  passed  this  measure  with  certain 
amendments  which  would  give  all  do¬ 
mestic  sugar  producers  a  more  just  and 
proportionate  share  of  the  American 
sugar  market.  On  that  same  day  the 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate  appointed 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  to 


adjust  the  differences  between  their  bill 
and  the  House  bill. 

For  some  reason,  the  chairman  ot  the 
Agriculture  Committee  has  not  seen  fit 
to  even  appoint  conferees  to  meet  with 
those  from  the  Senate  who  were  ap¬ 
pointed  on  February  8.  I  know  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  who  heads 
the  Agriculture  Committee  is  a  busy  man 
but  I  am  sure  he  will  not  plead  that  he 
is  too  busy  to  attend  to  the  responsibili¬ 
ties  of  his  office.  In  his  original  presen¬ 
tation  of  this  legislation,  the  chairman 
of  that  committee  referred  to  this  legis¬ 
lation  in  these  terms,  “It  is  of  far-reach¬ 
ing  importance  becau.se  it  affects  people 
in  far-distant  places  and  it  vitally  af¬ 
fects  every  one  of  your  constituents.” 

In  view  of  the  urgent  need  of  this 
legislation  as  expressed  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina,  would  it  not 
be  appropriate  or  him  to  now  appojnt 
conferees  and  get  this  bill  on  the  way.  I 
think  the  Members  of  the  House  have 
a  right  to  know  why  this  important  legis¬ 
lation  is  being  delayed.  Why  did  the 
chairman  refuse  to  name  conferees? 

The  beetgrowers  of  my  district  are 
nearing  the  beet-planting  season.  The 
domestic  sugar  producers  are  acutely 
aware  that  legislation  is  needed.  It  is 
needed  now.  Perhaps  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  who  has  not  ap¬ 
pointed  the  conferees  can  explain  the 
delay  for  their  benefit. 


Thirty  Years  of  S^vice  by  the  Farji 
Lines  of  NW  York 


the  thrill  of  the  inaugural  voyage  of  steam¬ 
ship  West  Isleta.  A  small  but  faithful  band,^ 
we  rejoice  with  those  who  have  earned  thel 
leisure  in  retirement.  We  save  our  fonde 
memories  for  those  who  have  embarked  /or 
Fiddlers  Green. 

Looking  back,  we  recall  countless  ^uses 
for  satisfaction.  The  greatest  of  th^e  are 
not  to  be  found  in  ledger  balancesy 

Trade  and  service  has  expands  sixfold. 
Area  served  has  more  than  tripley  Employ¬ 
ment  directly  provided  at  sea  &jfLd.  on  shore 
has  been  multiplied  by  six.  /The  present 
fleet — four  times  larger,  twioe  as  fast  and 
half  as  old — represents  an/investment  of 
more  than  thirty  times  th/'  original  capital 
subscribed.  And  this  ijrcrease  has  come 
from  ploughed-back  earmngs  only.  We  are 
proud  of  this  record  ^d  of  everyone  who 
ever  contributed  to  Uf  We  hold  that  the 
results  obtained  are  yfdequate  compensation 
for  all  the  effort  yd  anxiety  necessary  to 
their  accomplishrynt. 

In  all  humility  our  greatest  pride  is  that 
in  war  and  peape  we  have  served  the  best 
interests  of  our  Nation,  its  allies  and  of  all 
our  friends  inr  Africa,  south  of  the  Sahara. 

Looking  yward  we  are  refreshed.  If  cour¬ 
age,  imagiyation,  and  industry  measures  up 
to  opportmnity,  the  past  can  be  rendered 
inslgniyant  by  the  future. 


’reduction  of  Poliomyelitis  Vaccine 


EXTENSION  OP 

OF 

HON.  HERBERT  C. 

OF  NORTH  CAROLUlA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTjjTIVES 
Thursday,  Marc^  15,  1956 

Mr.  BONNER.  Speaker,  wi^in 

I  the  maritime  indimry  of  our  Natw 
there  are  many  firfe  publications.  On\ 
that  recently  came  to  our  attention  is' 
[the  Farrell  LinaB  News  of  February  1, 

1 1956.  It  is  ^teworthy  that  this  is 
j  purely  an  anyffeur  effort  written  by  and 
Ifor  the  emnlbyees  of  the  Farrell  Lines, 
jof  New  Yojk,  which  serves  an  essential 
j  trade  roi^re  between  the  United  States 
land  Afi“^a. 

An  ^icle  referring  to  the  30  years  of 
jservi^  of  this  great  American  steam- 
jship^ompany  is  of  particular  interest 
jsii^  it  demonstrates  the  soundness  of 
jour  national  maritime  policy. 

^Under  unanimous  consent,  I  include 
!n  the  Record  this  eloquent  summariza- 
Jtion  of  one  steamship  company’s  growth 
land  rise: 

1926-56 

In  history’s  measure  and  life’s  span  30 
jyears  is  but  a  generation.  Among  privately 
jowned  TVmerlcan-flag,  off-shore  shipping  en- 
jterptises,  three  decades  is  a  respectable  age. 
\ccordlngly,  the  recent  anniversary  of 
jJanuary  27,  1926,  may  warrant  comment  and 
the  maturity  attained  excuse  a  look  both 
ahead  and  astern. 

Time  and  fortune  have  favored  us  in  all 
fhings  save  one.  Few  remain  who  shared 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  J.  PERCY  PRIEST 

OF  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  March  15,  1956 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  every  day 
more  parents  come  to  realize  that  only 
small  amounts  of  poliomyelitis  vaccine — 
falling  far  below  present  needs — are 
available  in  their  communities  for  the 
vaccination  of  children  under  age  20 
and  expectant  mothers,  constituting  the 
priority  group. 

In  considering  the  extension  through 
June  30,  1957,  of  the  Poliomyelitis  Vac¬ 
cination  Assistance  Act  of  1955,  Public 
Law  377,  84th  Congress,  the  Committee 
?n  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
ive  careful  consideration  to  the  avail- 
a^ity  of  adequate  supplies  of  safe  and 
effective  vaccine. 

In  ^der  to  get  a  first-hand  impression 
and  be^er  appreciation  of  the  complexi¬ 
ties  inhei^nt  in  the  production  and  test¬ 
ing  of  th^Halk  vaccine,  the  committee 
visited  theNnlants  and  laboratories  of 
Eli  Lilly  &  Cok  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  which 
furnished  approximately  70  percent  of 
the  Nation’s  total  supply  of  vaccine  ap¬ 
proved  during  19^and  the.first  6  weeks 
of  1956. 

In  submitting  its  s>mimary  statement 
on  poliomyelitis  vaccink  production,  and 
the  present  efforts  mad^y  several  drug 
companies  to  increase  th^  production, 
the  committee  takes  cogniz^ce  of  pres¬ 
ently  existing  shortages  of  affable  vac¬ 
cine  supplies.  The  committee\^sires  to 
emphasize,  on  the  other  hand,  tM  mag¬ 
nitude  of  the  achievement  resultinWfrom 
the  wholehearted  cooperation  ai^ng 
scientists  in  the  pharmaceutical  iiK 
try,  private  research  institutions,  a^ 
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Wucational  Exchange  program  (S.  Kept,  1959)*  p.  6932 

10*  ORGaIJIZATION,  Sen*  Kennedy  submitted  and  commented  on  the  report  of  the  Go'^rn- 
mentNCperations  Committee  on  the  proposed  creation  of  a  position  of  Admin^tr*^ 
ativeN^ce  President  in  the  Executive  Office  (S*  Rept,  I960),  p,  6932 

FORESTRY •X Sen  Neuberger  submitted  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Morse)  and  e^^lained 
amendment s\to  H,  R,  10660,  the  road  construction  bill,  for  the  purpose  of  ex¬ 
panding  the>^xisting  roads  within  the  national  forests  and  nationa/  parks, 
p.  6935 

The  "DailyNDigest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Fores tryAo>™^i’ttee  agreed 
to  report  xiithout  amendment  S.  296?,  adding  certain  lands  to  ^perior  National 
Forest,  p,  DU^oX  / 

^  V  -  —  Tlnia*  I.  . I*  .  ■  t  iM  ■<  t  »  I  I  .III  1  *  I 


12.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Millikin  X'jas  appointed  a  con:fere€  on  H,  R,  7030,  providing  for  the 
extension  of  the  Sugar  Act,  in  the  place  of  Sen.  Martin,  p.  6936,  6985 


13,  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen,  HuiX^rey  urged  the  Interstate  ar^ Foreign  Commerce  Committee 
to  expedite  action  on  S.  ^770,  to  alleviate  the  shorjU^age  of  railway  boxcars,  and 
A  inserted  a  newspaper  article  urging  similar  actiory'  p.  6952 

lU.  ATOMIC  ENERGY,  Sen.  Anderson  \pke  on  the  impor^nce  of  congressional  leadership 
in  setting  objectives  and  policies  to  guide  tly  civilian  atomic  energy  pro^am, 
and  the  plans  of  the  Jt.  CommittX  on  Atomic ynergy  in  this  field,  p.  6975 

5USE 

15.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.\0986,  the  Defense  Department  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  for  1957*  PP*  6990,  6992 

16.  INFORMATION.  The  Judiciary  Committ^  repoXo^i  without  am.endment  H.R.  10iil7,  to 

amend  the  Federal  Register  Act  so/as  to  promde  that  the  President  may  make 
notice  of  certain  of  his  acts  brother  means \f,  in  the  event  of  an  enemy  attack 
upon  the  U.  S.,  the  effectiven^s  of  the  FederX-  Register  would  be  limited 
(H.  Rept.  2lii3).  p.  70U9 

TERRITORIES  AND  POSSESSIONS/  The  Subcommittee  on  Territorial  and  Insular  Affairs 
of  the  Interior  and  Insu^r  Affairs  Committee  order^  reported  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  with  amendment  h7 R.  92l6,  to  provide  for  the  Extension 

visions  of  Federal  lax^  including  the  Federal  Seed  AcX.  the  Vocational  Education 
Act,  and  ^.^ildlife  r^toration  authorities  to  Guam,  Puertis^Rico,  Hawaii,  Alask  , 
and  the  Virgin  Islyms.  p.  Dl;5U 

18.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Pngers  inserted  the  statement  of  D.^R.  ^^on^VeterSs^^ 

criticizing  ce^ain  provisions  of  the  Bradley  Commission  s  r-^^  - — 

®''"®Sp!'Lo7ins°rted  his  letter  to  the  S  T 

the  Presi^'s  attitude  on  the  Bradle^^  Commission' s  report,  and  ^  text  of 

telephonXssage  from  the  tJhite  House  observing  “et  the  Oommissio'^^i^eport^on 
Veteran^  Benefits  was  under  consideration  and  analysis,  but  o 
ha^THo^n  made.  p.  7027 

L9.  RESMSOH.  Rep.  Thompson,  N.  J.,  t^rthe^overnJienKhoSd 

portions  in  Federal  research  projects,  and  ^“esested  that  tne  uo  ^ 

^tribute  such  projects  among  small  businesses  and  conduct  more  research 

^its  oxtrn  facilities,  p.  7037 


HEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


20,  PfiJ^ONNEL.  Sen.  Valley  inserted  his  address  discussing  various  programs  of 

en^neering  research  and  development  and  the  challenging  issue  of  automatiory 
p.  A3703 

21,  LIBRARY 'feRVICES,  Speech  in  the  House  of  Rep,  Smith,  Wis,,  raising  the  ndint 

"that  no  s^deral  function  is  involved  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill'r  H,  R* 
28iiO,  to  p^mote  the  further  development  of  public*  library  service  irj/rural 
areas,  p,  a3103 

Sen,  Kenne<jv  inserted  several  ne’  spaper  articles  favoring  the  Proposed  bill 
to  create  a  Ma-^nal  Librar',’’  of  Medicine,  pp,  A37l5^  A3716',  A3 719, 

A3721,  A37234  A3: 

22,  FOREIGN  AID,  Sen,  Bu^  inserted  Eugene  R,  Black’s,  Pres,  of World  Bank, 

recent  address,  "International  Bank  For  Reconstruction  and /Development" ,  out¬ 
lining  problems  of,  anoNprograms  for,  the  underdeveloped  /treas  of  the  world* 
p.  A3710 

Extension  of  remarks  o3S.  Rep,  Fogartv  stating* that  have  an  abiding  and 
continued  interest  in  the  sutscess  achieved  bv  our  fopeign-aid  programs..."  and  J 
inserting  a  newspaper  article\ "Should  Recipients  H^nre  More  Say  In  Our  Foreign-  * 
Aid  Programs?",  p,  A37U3  \ 


23*  farm  program*  Sen,  Humphrey  insert^  a  constit; 
President's  veto  of  the  farm  bill,  p,  A3715 


mt's  letter  criticizing  the 


2U,  SOIL  CONSERVATION,  Rep,  Davis  inserted  \he /Annual  report  of  M,  F,  Sclweers, 

VJis,  State  conservationist,  to  district  gji^ervisors  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  in  Wis...p,  A3719 

Rep,  Wickersham  inserted  his  stat^ent  Before  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  in  support  of  proposed  appropriation  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  p,  A3721 

25,  SCHOOL  LUNCH,  Rep,  L’ickersham  inerted  his  statemelit  before  the  Senate  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  in  support  ofAhe  national  school  lunch  program,  including 
selected  statistics  on  this  Rj^gram  in  Ckla,,  for  fis^l  years  19^7-55*  P*  A37r 


26,  WEATHER,  Sen,  Kennedy  inse^ed  a  newspaper  editorial  favJ 
ations  for  an  improved  Wither  Bureau  program,  p,  A3  72 8 


'ing  increased  appropri** 


27,  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Neuber^r  inserted  an  Oregon  State  Altimni  Ass’K^^^S^^^^®  article, 

"Fifty  Years  of  Fore^iyr",  including  articles  written  by  Dean  F,  McCulloch, 
Donald  ”,  Pitts,  apa  Henr^'-  Clepper,  describing  the  history  of  fo^stry  schools, 
p,  A3730 

28,  Family  FARI-I,  R^,  Long  inserted  a  constituent’s  letter  criticizing  th'is  Depart¬ 

ment's  acrea^  allotment  program  for  cotton  and  stated  that  "this  lett^  is  self- 
explanatoi^yand  a  sample  of  hiindreds  I  am  receiving  from  my  district",  p*  A3732 

29,  FOREIGN  T^ADE,  Rep,  Bolling  inserted  Roscoe  Drummond's  article  stating  that'Vthe 
Eisenh^er  administration  is  going  to  have  quite  a  fight  on  its  hand  to  win  oite 
of  it^ main  objectives  at  this  session;  Congressional  approval  for  United  StaTOs 
mem^^ship  in  OTC~Organization  for  Trade  Development",  p,  A3737 
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[iLPISH  RESEARCH  LABORATO- 


■  AND  EXPERIMENT  STATION  IN 
SSAPEAKE  BAY  AREA 

Ml’.  iKTrLER.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  fo^ppropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
authorize^^e  construction  of  a  fish  re¬ 
search  labo^toi-y  and  experimental  sta¬ 
tion  in  the  Cnesapeake  Bay  area.  Know¬ 
ing  of  SenatcN^^BYRD’s  keen  interest  in 
such  matters,  ^er  drafting  the  bill  I 
sent  it  to  him  fonhis  consideration.  He 
has  given  it  his  oareful  consideration 
and  has  done  me  tne  honor  of  joining 
with  me  as  a  cosponsc 

The  United  States  E^h  and  Wildlife 
Service  has  been  studyin^he  shell  fish¬ 
eries  in  the  Chesapeake  Bot  for  the  last 
10  years.  Their  labor atoiTl\as  been  lo¬ 
cated  in  Annapolis,  housed  ii^  recrea¬ 
tion  building  of  a  temporarNpederal 
housing  installation.  This  buin^ng  is 
almost  one  mile  from  the  nearestNvater 
and  dock.  Under  these  condition^he 
research  work  has  been  limited  to  n^d 
studies. 

The  Service  is  planning  to  expand  its^ 
shellfish  research  work  on  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay.  They  will  include  studies  on 
hard  and  soft  clams  as  well  as  expanded 
research  on  oysters.  Additional  person¬ 
nel  are  in  process  of  being  transferred  to 
carry  on  this  work. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
shellfish  research  installations  operating 
out  of  Woods  Hole,  Mass.;  Milford, 
Conn.;  Beaufort,  N.  C.,  and  Pensacola, 
Fla.  The  oyster  production  from  Mary¬ 
land  and  Virginia  waters  totals  in  excess 
of  6  million  bushels  valued  at  $18  million 
to  the  catcher.  After  processing  the 
value  of  the  product  increases  to  more 
than  $30  million  annually.  This  pro¬ 
duction  is  greater  than  any  other  area 
in  the  United  States. 

It  is  my  strong  feeling  that  the  quality 
and  extent  of  research  would  be  greatly 
improved  by  the  construction  of  an  ade¬ 
quate  marine  laboratory.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  is  of  the  opinion  that 
improved  facilities  such  as  those  con¬ 
templated  and  to  be  authorized  by  this 
bill  are  essential  for  it  to  carry  out  an 
expanded  research  program. 

The  cost  of  construction  of  a  labora-/ 
tory  to  provide  the  building  and  faciliti§ 
needed  will  approximate  $250,000,  1a 
reliably  informed.  I  am  confident ^^at 
such  an  expenditure  will  result  in/Hnd- 
ings  which  will  repay  this  inv^tment 
many  times  over. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  'TJ(e  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriate  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3827)  to  autl^ize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  shellfish  re^arch  labora¬ 
tory  and  experiment  stajrton  in  the  Ches¬ 
apeake  Bay  area,  i^^oduced  by  Mr. 
Butler  (for  himself ^id  Mr.  Byrd)  ,  was 
received,  read  twic^by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Ccemittee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Cqj^erce, 


provement  in  the  Niagara  River  for  pow¬ 
er  and  other  purposes,  which  was  ordered 
to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 


TRANSFER  OF  CERTAIN  GOVERN¬ 
MENT-OWNED  MANGANESE  ORE 
FACILITIES  TO  SECRETARY  OF 
THE  INTERIOR— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  DIRKSEN  submitted  amendments, 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to  the 
bill  (S.  3453)  to  transfer  certain  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  manganese  ore  facilities 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  erection  of  one  or  more 
beneficiation  plants  to  treat  manganese 
ores,  to  stimulate  the  production  of  cer¬ 
tain  strategic  and  critical  minerals,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  were  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
ACT— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  KENNEDY  submitted  an  amend- 
lent,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him^ 
t\the  bill  (H.  R.  7225)  to  amend  title 
of\he  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  d^s- 
abilW  insurance  benefits  for  certair 
able^mdividuals  who  have  attaiiy^fi  age 
50,  to  ^duce  to  age  62  the  age/on  the 
basis  of^hich  benefits  are  iwable  to 
certain  women,  to  provide  fa/  continu¬ 
ation  of  cnOd’s  insurance  ^benefits  for 
children  whoNare  disabled ^efore  attain¬ 
ing  age  18,  to\xtend  cc^rage,  and  for 
other  purposes,^hichywas  referred  to 
the  Committee  onSrii>ance,  and  ordered 
to  be  printed. 

Mr.  WILLIAM^  Submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be\roposed  by  him, 
to  House  bill  72^,  supraWhich  were  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  ^mmittee  o\Finance,  and 
ordered  to  ba^rinted. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  SoutX  Carolina 


amendments,  intenq^  to  be 
ly  him  to  House  bill  72^  supra, 
which ^as  referred  to  the  CommiNjee  on 
Fina^rce,  and  ordered  to  be  printec 


submitte 

propose 


CONSTRUC^ON  OF  CERTAIN  WORKS 
OP  IMP^VEMENT  ON  THE  NIAG¬ 
ARA  R^VERr-AMENDMENT 
Mr.yCOTTON  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  tfie  bill  (S.  1823)  to  authorize  the 
CQMtruction  of  certain  works  of 


im- 


INVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS 
TO  BOARD  OP  COMMISSIONERS,' 
ST.  JOHNS  COUNTY,  FLA.— 

AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MORSE  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7471)  to  provide  for 
the  conveyance  of  certain  lands  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  St.  Johns  County,  Fla.,  which 
was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to 
be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  OP  FEDERAL- AID 
ROAD  ACT — AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  amendments  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
10660)  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956,  which  is  aimed  at  increasing  the 
productivity,  enjoyment,  and  usefulness 
of  our  national  forest  and  national  parks 
by  expanding  the  existing  roads  within 
those  areas. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendments  is  to 
add  to  the  version  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  which  was  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 


amounts  previously  adopted  by  Wie 
House  of  Representatives  for  road  bind¬ 
ing  in  four  different  categories:  f ^for¬ 
est  highways,  forest  developmenjr  roads 
and  trails,  national  parks  highways,  and 
Federal  parkways. 

The  amendments  would  provide  the 
following  amounts,  whichyas  I  pointed 
out  previously,  have  al^dy  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House:  ior  forest  high¬ 
ways,  $25  million;  for  forest  develop¬ 
ments  roads  and  tr^s,  $27  million;  for 
national  parks  his^ways,  $16  million; 
for  Federal  park^ys,  $16  million. 

The  amounts^thorized  by  the  House 
are  fully  justiSM  by  the  increased  de¬ 
mands  on  oi^forest  and  parks  systems. 
The  souny  management  of  national 
forests  ioje  lumbering,  recreation,  and 
other  us^,  requires  construction  of  roads 
to  imp^ve  accessibility. 

I  wuld  like  to  point  out  that  these 
roa^  are  not  financed  from  gas  tax  or 
otaev  highway-user  levies,  but  from 
inds  derived  from  the  sale  of  timber 
larvested  from  the  national  forests. 
The  record  shows  that  this  has  been  a 
favorable  procedure  for  the  Federal 
Government.  The  forest  road-building 
programs  of  the  past  have  provided  $2 
in  revenue  for  every  $1  invested  by  the 
Federal  Government.  In  addition,  these 
forest  roads  are  built  by  private  con¬ 
tractors  and  increase  the  revenues  re¬ 
ceived  at  Federal  timber  sales  by  making 
harvestable  timber  available  to  a  larger 
number  of  prospective  purchasers, 
thereby  increasing  the  activity  of  bid¬ 
ders. 

A  collateral  benefit  of  improved  forest 
access  roads  accrues  to  the  millions  of 
hunters,  anglers,  hikers,  recreationists, 
and  others  who  vacation  in  the  national 
forest  areas.  The  additional  construc¬ 
tion  will  open  new  areas  to  the  vast  num¬ 
bers  who  seek  relaxation  in  the  forested 
slopes  of  the  public  domain. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  national  parks 
and  national  monuments,  which  are  be¬ 
ing  visited  each  year  by  more  and  more 
vacationists.  Without  more  adequate 
roads  in  the  vast  Federal  recreation 
areas,  our  stepped-up  Federal  highway 
jrogram  would  be  much  like  building  a 
i,ead-end  boulevard.  More  and  better 
ids  in  national  forests  and  parks  are 
vit^y  needed  so  that  the  millions  of 
pleaJm’e -seeking  American  motorists 
will  hVe  some  place  to  go  when  they 
travel  the  improved  Federal  road  system 
of  the  firture.  The  increase  authoriza¬ 
tions  constitute  a  realistic  approach  to 
attainment  ^this  beneficial  objective. 

I  am  pleasOT  to  submit  the  amend¬ 
ments  on  behak  of  myself,  the  senior 
Senator  from  M^tana  [Mr.  Murray], 
my  colleague,  the^^nior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Mors^  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  WashingtonriMr.  Magnuson], 
the  junior  Senator  fr^  Washington 
[Mr.  Jackson],  and  the\unior  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  MANsteLDl.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have '^e  amend¬ 
ments  printed  in  the  Record  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Thel^end- 
ments  will  be  received,  printed,  a«d  lie 
on  the  table;  and,  without  objection3»toe 
amendments  will  be  printed  in  ttje 
Record. 
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amendments  are  as  follows: 

At  t^  proper  place  in  section  106  (1) 
strike  o\\  the  figure  "$22,500,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thweof  the  figure  “$25,000,000",  and 
(2)  strike  out  the  figure  “$24,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieiA^ereof  the  figure  “$27,000,000  ; 
and  \ 

At  the  propAk  place  in  section  107  (a) 
strike  out  the  figVe  “$12,500,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  th^gure  “$16,000,000”,  sec¬ 
tion  107  (b)  strike  %ut  the  figure  “$11,000,- 
000”  and  insert  in  thereof  the  figure 
“$16,000,000.” 

Mr.  MORSE  subseqHently  said:  Mr, 
President,  I  am  delightedVto  join  in  spon¬ 
soring  this  amendment  tdythe  highway 
bill  with  my  colleague,  the  >^ior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  IMr.  Nettbemer],  who 
is  a  member  of  the  Public  WoJ^s  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Several  weeks  ago,  the  Senators^rom 
Oregon  testified  on  the  House  sidV  for 
increases  on  timber  access  roads  andsjve 
secured  them  over  there.  Chairm;  ^ 
Buckley  wrote  me  that  the  testimon; 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  and  l' 
gave,  plus  the  letters  of  support  from  our 
distinguished  majority  leader,  Lyndon 
Johnson,  and  Senators  Magnuson,  Jack- 
son,  Murray,  Symington,  Sparkman, 
Scott,  Humphrey,  Kefauver,  Lehman, 
and  Douglas,  was  instrumental  in  de¬ 
veloping  House  support  for  the  increase 
they  provided. 

We  are  interested  in  quickly  passing  a 
highway  bill  and  I  do  not  propose  to 
argue  the  merits  of  the  modest  increase 
proposed  by  the  amendment,  against  the 
long-range  increases  in  forest  roads  that 
we  need. 

Favorable  action  by  the  Senate  will  be 
helpful.  We  have  had  a  total  absence 
of  a  real  program  presentation  from  the 
other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  This 
is  a  crying  shame  when  we  consider  that 
the  roads  covered  in  these  authorizations 
bring  substantial  revenues  into  the 
Treasury  above  their  cost. 

If  we  want  to  increase  revenues  and 
keep  our  economy  healthy,  this  program 
is  one  of  the  best  steps  we  can  make 
toward  this  goal. 

EXTENSION  OP  SUGAR  ACT  OP 
1948— CHANGE  OP  CONFEREE 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  be  ex¬ 
cused  from  further  service  as  a  conferee 
on  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Millikin]  be  designated  to  serve  in  his 
place. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 


ADDRESSES, 
CLES,  ETC 
PENDIX 

On  request 
sent,  address 
were  or 
dix,  as  follj/Ws 


ORIALS,  ARTI- 
TED  IN  THE  AP- 

id  by  unanimous  con- 
editorials,  articles,  etc., 
be  printed  in  the  Appen- 


By  Mr.  BANGER: 

Speech  delivered  by  him  at  Carnegie  Hall, 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  on  September  29,  1955. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON: 

Statement  prepared  by  him  relative  to  the 
100th  anniversary  of  the  Order  of  the  Sisters 
of  Providence  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

Address  on  engineering  research  and  de¬ 
velopment,  delivered  by  him  before  a  section 
of  the  American  Society  of  Tool  Engineers,  at 
Madison,  Wls.,  on  April  20.  1956. 

Speech  by  Harvey  V.  Higley,  Administrator 
of  Veterans’  Affairs,  at  River  Falls,  Wis.,  April 
29,  1956. 

By  Mr.  STENNIS: 

Remarks  by  Senator  Scott  before  the  Sen¬ 
ators’  breakfast  group  on  May  9,  1956. 

By  Mr.  MURRAY: 

Excerpts  from  address  by  the  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  of  Ireland,  delivered  at  the  annual  ban¬ 
quet  of  the  Friendly  Sons  of  St.  Patrick,  in 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

By  Mr.  KERR: 

Address  by  Benny  T.  Rosell,  second  place 
winner  in  the  WCTU  oratorical  contest  on 
the  subject  Beverage  Alcohol  and  Its  Attend¬ 
ant  Evils. 

By  Mr.  KENNEDY: 

Extracts  from  address  delivered  by  Adlal  E. 
S^venson  at  Miami.  Fla.,  on  April  12,  1956. 

litorlal  entitled  “Medical  Library  Bill,” 
pubBshed  in  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune 
of  A^l  13,  1956. 

Edlt^al  entitled  “A  Medical  ’Treasure 
Threatened,”  published  in  the  Chicago 
Tribune  oik  April  1,  1956. 

Editorial \n titled  “Library  of  Medlc^e, 
published  in\he  Cambridge  (Md.)  Banj^r  of 
April  10,  1956/ 

Article  entitled  “Books  Can  Help  ’Erf  Cure, 
written  by  Dr.  Htoward  A.  Rusk.yfnd  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Nev\York  Times  April  8, 
1956. 

Article  entitled  “BifV^Would^uild  Medical 
Library.”  published  ln\ie  lirfw  York  Times 
of  April  8,  1956. 

Editorial  entitled  “Me^lne’s  Weakened 
Link,”  published  in  thf  B^ton  Herald  of 
March  27,  1956. 

Letter  to  the  editoyrff  the  NeV  York  Times 
dealing  with  an  Ir^roved  Weather  Bureau 
program,  written  Joy  Charles  P.  TBrooks,  of 
Milton,  Mass.,  rnimllshed  in  the  ^w  York 
Times  of  April Ji,  1956. 

Editorial  e^itled  "National  MedlcVd  Li¬ 
brary,”  pubiymed  in  the  New  York  Tlm^  of 
April  1,  191 

By^r.  DOUGLAS: 

Artlclyr  entiled  “Eisenhower  in  the  Whitd 
House^ written  by  Robert  J.  Donovan  and 
publLmed  in  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune 
of  May  3,  1956,  relating  to  the  position  of 
th^  administration  with  respect  to  the 
53-54  business,  recession. 

By  Mr.  LEHMAN: 

Article  entitled  “A  Program  for  Children.” 
written  ^  Adlal  E.  Stevenson  and  published 
in  the  Parents’  Magazine  for  May  1956. 

By  Mr.  NEUBERGER: 

Letter  to  the  editor  of  the  Oregonian  deal. 
Ing  with  veterans’  hospitalization  rights  and 
other  benefits,  written  by  W.  W.  Campbell 
and  published  in  the  Oregonian  of  April  27, 
1956. 

Article,  statement,  and  letters  dealing  with 
the  preservation  of  remnants  of  an  ancient 
culture  in  the  vicinity  of  Celilo  Falls  on  the 
Columbia  River,  site  of  The  Dalles  Dam. 

Article  entitled  “Fifty  Years  of  Forestry,” 
'written  by  W.  E.  McCulloch,  Donald  W.  Pitts, 
and  Henry  Clepper,  published  in  the  April 
1956  issue  of  the  Oregon  Stater. 

By  Mr.  HUMPHREY; 

Letter  written  by  Carl  J.  Newhause,  Alex¬ 
andria,  Minn.,  relative  to  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  farm  policy  published  in  the  Park 
Region  Echo,  of  Alexandria,  Minn.,  for  April 
26»  1956. 


By  Mr.  BUSH: 

Address  on  the  subject  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  de¬ 
livered  by  Eugene  R.  Black,  President  of  thg 
World  Bank,  at  the  annual  dinner  of  tl 
Connecticut  Chamber  of  Commerce  ^t 
Hartford,  Conn.,  on  May  9,  1956. 


NOTICE  OP  HEARING  ON  H.  JR.  9424, 
S.  3341,  AND  S.  3424,  BILI^AmEND- 
ING  THE  CLAYTON  ACT^ELATING 
TO  MERGERS 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  standing^bcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  th^udiciary  on  anti¬ 
trust  and  monopoly ^gislation.  I  desire  to 
give  notice  that  sC  public  hearing  has 
been  scheduled  fA  Wednesday,  May  23, 
1956,  beginning/at  10:30  a.  m.,  in  room 
424  Senate  O^e  Building,  on  H.  R.  9424, 
S.  3341,  andA-  3424,  bills  amending  the 
Clayton  Apt  by  requiring  prior  notifica¬ 
tion  of  cprporate  mergers. 

Prior /o  the  above  mentioned  date  all 
person/  interested  in  the  proposed  legis- 
latim/  should  file  with  the  committee 
sucn  repi’esentations  as  may  be  pertinent, 
o^ommunicate  their  desire  to  be  heard. 
^The  subcommittee  consists  of  the  Sena- 
'^tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings], 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Neely],  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Langer],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley],  and  myself,  chair¬ 
man. 


NOTICE  OP  RESUMPTION  OF  HEAR¬ 
INGS  ON  VARIOUS  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
PROPOSALS  BY  COMMI'TTEE  ON 
THE  JUDICIARY 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  I  desire  to  give  notice  that  the 
Committee  will  resume  hearings  on  the 
various  civil  rights  proposals  beginning  at 
2:30  p.  m.,  Wednesday,  May  16,  1956,  in 
the  committee  room,  room  424,  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Persons  desiring  to  be  heard  should 
ijiotify  the  committe  in  order  that  a 
ihedule  of  witnesses  may  be  prepared. 


PAYMENT  TO  CROW  INDIAN  TRIBE 

POI^  TRANSFER  OP  CERTAIN 

RIGIW-OP-WAY 

Mr.  MUI^AY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  froni  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  respect^g  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  135. 

The  VICE  PRESmENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  tke  joint  resolution 
(S.  J.  Res.  135)  for  Myment  to  Crow 
Indian  Tribe  for  conserli  to  transfer  of 
right-of-way  for  Yellowmil  Dam  unit, 
Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Montana- 
Wyoming,  which  were,  to  scldke  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and\nsert: 

’That  from  funds  appropriated  to^he  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  RBclama- 
tion,  for  the  Missouri  River  Basin  Reject, 
there  shall  be  transferred  in  the  Treai^y 
of  the  United  States  to  the  credit  of  tbe 
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clftde  the  filing  of  a  timely  incomplete  re- 
turik  under  circumstances  which  led  the 
taxpajfer  to  believe  that  no  tax  was  due  on. 
amounts  received  under  a  settlement  with 
the  United  States.” 

(b)  TlXamendment  made  by  this  section 
shall  appl^iily  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  afte^Jecember  31,  1948. 

Sec.  3.  Certaln’distributions  in  kind. 

(a)  Section  116  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1939  (renting  to  distributions  by 
corporations)  is  heteby  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  Ne  following  new  sub¬ 
section  : 

“(n)  Certain  distrlbuNpns  in  kind: 

‘‘(1)  Notwithstanding  ^y  other  provision 
of  this  section,  a  distributi^  of  property  by 
a  corporation  to  its  stockhWders,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  its  stock,  shall  be  (except  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (2))  considered  to  be  a 
distribution  which  is  not  N  dividend 
(whether  or  not  otherwise  a  dividend)  to 
the  extent  that  the  fair  market  valu\of  such 
property  exceeds  the  earnings  and 'profits 
of  such  corporation  accumulated  afte^^eb- 
ruary  28,  1913,  and  the  earnings  and  pn^ts 
of  the  taxable  year  (computed  as  of  the  clN^ 
of  the  taxable  year  without  diminution  ^ 
reason  of  any  distributions,  except  those  de¬ 
scribed  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C) 
of  paragraphs  (3),  made  during  the  taxable 
year)  without  regard  to  the  amount  of  the 
earnings  and  profits  at  the  time  the  dis¬ 
tribution  was  made.  The  preceding  sen¬ 
tence  shall  not  prevent  the  application  of 
subsection  (d)  to  any  such  distribution. 

‘‘(2)  In  the  case  of  a  personal  holding 
company  a  distribution  in  property  shall  not 
be  a  dividend  to  the  extent  it  exceeds  the 
earnings  and  profits  of  such  corporation  ac¬ 
cumulated  after  February  28,  1913,  to  the 
beginning  of  the  taxable  year,  plus  the 
higher  of  the  earnings  and  profits  of  the 
taxable  year  or  the  subchapter  A  net  Income 
of  the  taxable  year,  adjusted  in  accordance 
with  paragraphs  (1)  through  (3)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a),  computed  as  of  the  end  of  the 
taxable  year  without  reduction  for  any  dis¬ 
tributions  made  during  the  taxable  year  ex¬ 
cept  those  described  in  subparagraphs  (A), 
(B),  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (3),  made  during 
the  taxable  year. 

“(3)  This  subsection  shall  apply  to  any 
distribution  of  property  othrr  than — 

“(A)  money. 

*‘(B)  Inventory  assets,  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  312  (b)  (2)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954,  or 

“(C)  distributions  described  in  section 
312  (j)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  this  sectloi 
to  section  115  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Co^ 
of  1939  shall  be  effective  as  if  it  we^  a 
part  of  such  section  on  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1939. 
No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or  paid^ in  re¬ 
spect  of  any  overpayment  of  tax  Resulting 
from  the  amendment  made  by  thi^ection. 

Sec.  4.  Application  to  poultry^  of  tax  on 
transportation  of  mroperty. 

(a)  (1)  Section  3475  of  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  of  1939  (relatulg  to  the  tax  on 
the  transportation  of  pr^erty)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  j/iereof  the  following 
new  subsection : 

“(g)  Poultry:  .Tl^  tax  Imposed  by  this 
section  shall  not  ^ply  to  amounts  paid  for 
the  transportatlmf  of  poultry  in  continuous 
movement  fron^he  farm  where  the  poultry 
was  raised  to  a^ressing  plant,  located  with¬ 
in  the  local^rea  of  such  farm,  for  proc¬ 
essing.’ 

(2)  Tha^ amendment  made  by  this  sub¬ 
section  ySnall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
amoun^  paid  after  November  30,  1942. 

(hy(l)  Section  4272  of  the  Internal  Rev- 
enry  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  exemptions 
faim  the  tax  on  the  transportation  of  prop¬ 


erty)  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  Poultry:  The  tax  Imposed  by  section 
4271  shall  not  apply  to  amounts  paid  for 
the  transportation  of  poultry  in  continuous 
movement  from  the  farm  where  the  poultry 
was  raised  to  a  dressing  plant,  located  within 
the  local  area  of  such  farm,  for  processing.” 

(2)  Tire  amendment  made  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
amounts  paid  after  December  31,  1954,  for 
transportation  which  begins  after  such  date. 

(c)  No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  in 
respect  of  any  overpayment  of  tax  resulting 
from  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 

Sec.  5.  Trademark  and  trade  name  expen¬ 
ditures. 

(a)  Part  VI  of  subchapter  B  of  chapter  1 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  section  176  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  177.  Trademark  and  trade  name  ex¬ 
penditures. 

"(a)  Election  to  amortize:  Trademark  or 
trade  name  expenditures  paid  or  Incurred 
after  December  31,  1955,  may,  at  the  election 
of  the  taxpayer  (made  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or 
his  delegate),  be  treated  as  deferred  ex 
mses.  In  computing  taxable  income,  sue, 
d^rred  expenses  shall  be  allowed  as  a 
ducUon  ratably  over  such  period  of  noyfess 
thanNeo  months  after  such  expenditur^  are 
paid  (^incurred,  as  may  be  selectedyby  the 
taxpaye: 

“(b)  Tkademark  and  trade  naofe  expen¬ 
ditures  d^ned:  The  term  ‘tr^emark  or 
trade  name  expenditures’  means  any  expen¬ 
diture  which 

"(1)  is  direefte  connectecD^ith  the  acqul 
sition,  protectloto,  expansion,  registration 
(Federal,  State,  oryforelyi)  or  defense  of  a 
trademark  or  trade Na: 

“(2)  is  chargeable  \/capital  account;  and 

“(3)  is  not  part  o^t^e  consideration  paid 
for  a  trademark,  tMuie  name,  or  business. 

“(c)  Time  for  ^d  scoN  of  election:  The 
election  providecyby  subseoCon  (a)  shall  be 
made  within  tBe  time  prescribed  by  law  for 
filing  the  reWirn  for  the  tax^le  year  (in¬ 
cluding  ext^sions  thereof) .  'The  period  so 
selected  smU  be  adhered  to  inNcomputing 
the  taxable  income  of  the  taxpayV  for  the 
taxabley^ear  for  which  the  election's  made 
and  a^ subsequent  years. 

(bjr  The  table  of  sections  of  part  \(I  of 
sub^apter  B  of  chapter  1  of  the  IntAnal 
lyvenue  Code  of  1954  is  hereby  ameno^ 
fy  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 


1949,  as  amended  (12  D.  S.  C.  1148a-2)/or 
for  relief  under  clause  (2)  of  the  fifthySen- 
tence  of  section  407  of  the  Agrlcultui^  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1427)^nd 
“(2)  are  sold  (whether  before  or  ^er  such 
determination)  by  such  taxpayejy’rolely  on 
account  of  such  drought.”  / 

(b)  The  amendment  made  ^this  section 
shall  apply  only  with  resort  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  Decen^er  31,  1955. 


CER.  The 
to  committee 


The  PRESIDING 
question  is  on  agre9<Jig 
amendment. 

The  amendmentAvas  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDIO  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  am^dment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  toA)e  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  Mfgrossment  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  J^e  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  arnAidment  was  ordered  to  be  en- 
grossedyind  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

Tl^  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
pas^d. 

-he  title  ^as  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
ykn  act  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue 
Alodes  of  1939  and  1954,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 


CHANGE  OP  CONFEREE  ON  H.  R.  7030, 
PROVIDING  FOR  AN  EXTENSION 
OP  THE  SUGAR  ACT 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin] 
has  resigned  as  a  conferee  on  H.  R.  7030, 
providing  for  the  extension  of  the  Sugar 
Act,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Milli- 
kin]  be  appointed  in  his  place. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


‘Sec.  T77.  Trade-mark  and  trade  name  ex¬ 
penditures.” 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shal  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31,  1955. 

Sec.  6.  Livestock  sold  on  account  of  drought. 

(a)  Section  1033  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  Involuntary  con¬ 
versions)  is  hereby  amended  by  redesignat¬ 
ing  subsection  (f)  thereof  as  subsection  (g) 
and  by  inserting  after  subsection  (e)  of  such 
section  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(f)  Livestock  sold  on  account  of  drought: 
The  sale  of  livestock  (other  than  poultry) 
held  by  a  taxpayer  for  draft,  breeding,  or 
dairy  purposes  in  excess  of  the  number  the 
taxpayer  would  sell  if  he  followed  his  usual 
business  practices  shall  be  treated  as  an 
involuntary  conversion  to  which  this  section 
applies  if  such  livestock — 

“  ( 1 )  are  held  in  an  area — 

“(A)  in  respect  of  which  the  President 
determines  under  the  act  of  September  30. 
1950,  as  amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  1855-1855g), 
that  a  major  disaster  exists  because  of 
drought,  and 

“(B)  which  is  found  eligible  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  for  emergency  assistance 
under  section  2  (d)  of  the  act  of  April  6, 


INSURANCE  AGAINST  FLOOD 
DAMAGE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1886, 
Senate  bill  3732. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  read  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3732)  to  provide  insurance  against  flood 
'  damage,  and  or  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
qu^tion  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
fromy^Texas. 

ThN^otion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  moceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM— RECESS 
Mr.  JOHnN^N  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  iflie  to  announce  for  the 
information  of  N?  Senate  that,  follow¬ 
ing  the  dispositionSpf  Calendar  No.  1886, 
Senate  bill  3732,  ^^ich  has  just  been 
made  the  unflnished^usiness,  it  is  the 
purpose  of  the  leaderiNjP  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Cal^dar  No.  1896, 
Senate  bill  3108,  to  encom;age  the  con- 
stl’^ICtion  of  modern  GreaWXakes  bulk 
cargo  vessels;  Calendar  No.\894,  H.  R. 
483,  to  amend  the  Army-NNy-Public 
Health  Service  Medical  Officer  Procure¬ 
ment  Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  sNas  to 
provide  for  appointment  of  docto^  of 
'osteopathy  in  the  Medical  Corps 
Army  and  Navy;  and  Calendar  No.  1898, 
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H.  R^9429,  to  provide  medical  care  for 
dependents  of  members  of  the  uniformed 
services^nd  for  other  purposes. 

The  bi^  will  be  considered  not  neces¬ 
sarily  in  tt^t  order,  Mr.  President,  but 
I  should  lika^he  Senate  to  be  on  notice 
that  the  lea^ship  has  agreed  to  take 
up  those  bills. 

It  is  not  the  \ntention  to  have  any 
votes  this  eveningV  If  no  Senator  de¬ 
sires  to  present  any\natter  at  this  time, 
I  shall  move  that  td,e  Senate  take  a 
recess  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Presidewt,  I  mov^hat  the  Sen¬ 
ate  now  stand  in  recess  u^il  12  o’clock 
noon  tomorrow.  I  suggescv^hat  if  we 
may  have  a  full  day  tomorroSv  and  can 
dispose  of  all  the  measures  whush  I  have 
announced,  it  is  possible  that  tn^  Sen¬ 
ate  will  go  over  until  Monday. 

I  should  like  to  give  notice  thafduch 
a  motion  may  be  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tf 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Sena-^ 
tor  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  5 
o’clock  and  49  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
May  10,  1956,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  May  9  (legislative  day  of  May  7), 
1956: 

National  Science  Board 

The  following-named  persons  to  be  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  National  Science  Board  for  terms 
of  6  years  expiring  May  10,  1962: 

Laurence  McKinley  Gould,  of  Minnesota. 
(Reappointment. ) 

Paul  M.  Gross,  of  North  Carolina.  (Re¬ 
appointment.)  , 

George  D.  Humphrey,  of  Wyoming.  (Re¬ 
appointment.) 

Frederick  A.  Middlebush,  of  Missouri.  (Re¬ 
appointment.) 

Edward  James  McShane.  of  Virginia,  vice 
John  W.  Davis,  term  expired. 

Samuel  Milton  Nabrit,  of  Texas,  vice  Edwin 
B.  Fred,  term  expired. 

Julius  A.  Stratton,  of  Massachusetts,  vice 
O.  W.  Hyman,  term  expired. 

Edward  Lawrle  Tatum,  of  California,  vice 
Earl  P.  Stevenson,  term  expired. 

In  the  Coast  Guard 

Joseph  A.  Kerrins  for  promotion  to  the 
permanent  rank  of  rear  admiral  in  the  United 
States  Coast  Guard. 

In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  persons  for  appoint¬ 
ment  in  the  Regular  Air  Force,  in  the  grades 
indicated,  with  dates  of  rank  to  be  detery 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
under  the  provisions  of  section  506,  PuMc 
Law  381,  80th  Congress  (OfBcer  Persoimel 
Act  of  1947);  title  II,  Public  Law  365780th 
Congress  (Army-Navy-Public  Health  ^rvlce 
Medical  Officer  Procurement  Act  oy  1947) ; 
and  section  307  (b).  Public  Lawyl50,  82d 
Congress  (Air  Force  Organization  Act  of 
1951),  with  a  view  to  designa^n  for  the 
performance  of  duties  as  indiphted: 

To  be  major,  USAF  (l^dical) 

Prancies  Marshall 

To  be  captains,  VS^  (Medical) 

Francis  X.  Farrell 

Jack  R.  Starrett,  09^64. 

To  be  captains/xjSAF  (Dental) 

Edward  E.  Davis,  Ao2240587. 

Donald  E.  KUrthif  AO1906888. 

Edward  J.  PreJ^n,  Jr.,  0427771. 

Arthur  J.  Sa^sel,  AO1906183. 

Charles  W.  ^amands,  A01906530. 


Ira  L.  Shannon,  AO1906564. 

Milton  D.  Wyngarden 
To  be  first  lieutenants,  USAF  (Medical) 
Charles  M.  Aaronson,  A03043103. 

Donald  W.  Acker,  A0741437. 

Thorne  J.  Butler,  AO3043222. 

William  H.  Carranza,  AO3043224. 

George  R.  Cary,  Jr. 

Don  L.  Christensen,  AO3043225. 

John  E.  Eagleton,  AO3043231. 

Robert  H.  Edwards,  04022249. 

Richard  C.  Froede,  AO3043198. 

John  T.  Hart,  A02218328. 

James  S.  Harvin,  A03000787. 

James  H.  Hockenberry,  AO3043193. 

Vernon  L.  James,  Jr. 

Kenneth  M.  Jensen,  AO3043245. 

Charles  C.  Keith,  Jr.,  A03043203. 

Gregory  B.  Krlvchenla 
Charles  K.  Landrum,  A01856169. 

Vernor  F.  Lovett,  A03043093. 

William  K.  I.  Manning,  AO3043252. 

John  F.  McCloskey,  AO3043134. 

Jay  W.  McRoberts 
Gunter  R.  Meng 
Robert  T.  Miller,  AO3043254. 

Edward  H.  Mills 

David  P.  Minlchan,  Jr.,  AO2233026. 

/illiam  J.  Mitchell,  AO3043255. 
atrlck  J.  Moore,  A02217030. 

H^ert  A.  Muller,  Jr.,  AO3043256. 

Joh\T.  Purvis,  A02261924. 

Howard  F.  Rlckenbach,  Jr.,  AO3043267. 
James^.  Roman 
Anthon^N.  Scalco 
Richard  Hv  Schwarz 
John  R.  Scdtt,  AO3043273. 

Ferdinand  LN^isson,  Jr.,  AO3042^4. 
Donald  B.  Stnomlnger,  A0300165B. 

Irwin  T.  Taylor\A03001894. 

Fred  K.  Viren,  AO3044156. 

Forrest  S.  Warner,  Ap3041625.y 
Morgan  E.  Wing,  A0^55714.i 
To  be  first  lieutenant\  UyAF  (Dental) 
Clair  W.  Andrus 
Stephen  T.  Braum 
Norman  L.  Esterl 
James  A.  Hitchens,  ^3001090 
Carl  E.  Johnson,  A()730268. 

Edwin  B.  Rosen 

Robert  R.  H.  Sut^^rlin,  AO3043654 
John  J.  Travis 
Wallace  T.  Ur^a,  A0981869. 

To  be  first  liemenants,  USAF  (Veterinaf 
Donald  L.  ^derson,  AO2261570. 

Charles  Pyolause,  A03000154. 

Ernest  i^Rushlng,  Jr.,  A03000240. 

Otto  sAhlll,  Jr.,  A03000710. 

To  by  first  lieutenants,  USAF  (Medical 
Service) 

Me/rill  B.  DeLong,  A01327517. 

llliam  G.  Neubrand,  A02230004. 
francis  J.  Smith,  AO2213609. 

'Myrl  E.  Wilson,  AO2241093. 

'  To  be  second  lieutenants,  USAF  (Medical 
Service) 

James  E.  Bousser,  A02262010. 

Elwood  E.  Fisher,  A03013109. 

Jeremiah  R.  Lynch,  A03001446. 

William  H.  Newton,  AO2262019. 

Walter  H.  Williams,  A03000093. 

The  following-named  persons  for  apolnt- 
ment  in  the  Regular  Air  Force,  in  the  grade 
indicated,  with  dates  of  rank  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  101  (c)  and 
102  (c) ,  Public  Law  36,  80th  Congress  (Army- 
Navy  Nurses  Act  of  1947),  as  amended  by 
section  5,  Public  Law  514,  81st  Congress,  and 
Public  Law  37,  83d  Congress,  with  a  view  to 
designation  for  the  performance  of  duties  as 
Indicated  under  the  provisions  of  section  307, 
Public  Law  150,  82d  Congress  (Air  Force  Or¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1951) : 

To  be  first  lieutenants,  USAF  (Nurse) 
Joan  M.  Caddell,  AN795815. 

Mary  J.  Evans,  AN2214423. 

Margaret  H.  Maschino,  AN2241704. 


Margaret  T.  Merritt,  AN2244419. 

Virginia  M.  Nlebauer,  AN2241662. 

Mary  E.  Roop,  AN1912791. 

Katherine  I.  Shealy,  AN2242119. 

Beatrice  N.  Toth,  AN2242922. 

Lois  J.  Wikoff,  AN792691. 

To  be  first  lieutenants,  USAF/(Medical 
Specialist) 

Carolyn  E.  Bobo,  AR30010^ 

Marian  J.  Hayton,  AR248^ 

The  following-named  c^ets.  United  States 
Military  Academy,  for  appointment  in  the 
Regular  Air  Force,  in ^le  grade  of  second 
lieutenant,  effective  won  their  graduation, 
under  the  provisloiy  of  section  506,  Public 
Law  381,  80th  CoiKTess  (Officer  Personnel 
Act  of  1947).  Dntd  of  rank  to  be  determined 
by  the  Secretarjwf  the  Air  Force: 

Don  Eugene  ^ckerman 
Michael  Heston  Alexander 
B.  Conn  .^derson,  Jr. 

Darrell  I^lle  Anderson 
Gerald^avld  Ankenbrandt 
Robert^odd  Barrett 
Rob^  Chapman  Beyer,  Jr, 

Rorert  Moulton  Blocher 
St^nart  Waddington  Bowen 
fred  Connor  Bowman.  Jr. 
iobert  Ellsworth  Brown 
’Nicholas  Joseph  Bruno 
Frank  Albert  Burd,  Jr. 

Edmund  Dederlck  Burhans  n 
Dennis  Lee  Butler 
Joel  Richard  Campls 
Howard  Ray  Cannon 
William  Christl  Carey 
Darold  Wendle  Clonts 
Thomas  Joseph  Cody,  Jr, 

James  Arnold  Cook 
Roland  Bertram  erase 
Terry  Wayne  Creighton 
William  Penn  Crum 
Richard  Joseph  Daleskl 
Lee  Armistead  Denson,  Jr. 

PYederlck  Rodgers  Dent  III 
Joseph  Mark  Dougherty 
Paul  Gustave  Dougherty 
Richard  Patrick  Dowell 
Albert  James  Dye 
Donald  Lee  Ernst 
Theodore  Martin  Faurer 
Hugh  LaVerne  Pllbey 
Norman  Clark  Polden,  Jr. 

Henry  Ronald  Gaude 
James  Harper  Gordon 
Robert  English  Grassberger 
Merrill  Anson  Green,  Jr, 

Paul  Hilger  Grelsen 
V  John  Martin  Gromek 
^Ifred  John  Halllsey 
iiarles  Rowland  Hamm 
Jof^i  Arthur  Hampton  ' 

Norrfc  Brown  Harbold,  Jr. 

Richa^  Henning  Head 
Joel  Stanley  Hetland 
John  Hen^  Higgins  III 
Alfred  Hofltaan,  Jr. 

Harold  Gordon  Holmqulst 
Gerald  Lee  Ir'^n 
Paul  Anthony  J^us 
William  Robert  J^mon 
Douglas  Stoddard  Johnson 
John  Milton  KammNr. 

Lisle  Greene  Kendall^r. 

Thomas  Edward  KirchgHfsner 
Harry  Kotellos 
Robert  Douglas  Krutz 
Jerome  Glen  Lake 
Kenneth  Earl  Lang 
Samuel  Murray  Lansing 
George  Firmin  Leonard 
James  Ambrose  Linden 
Aaron  B.  Loggins 
Richard  Wetzel  Lorey 
Neale  Malcolm  Luft 
George  Patrick  Lynch,  Jr. 

Nicholas  Alexander  Mavrotherls 
Irwin  Benton  Mayer 
Lester  Stearns  McChrlstlan,  Jr, 

William  Wallace  McClung 
James  Stephen  McMahon 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Conferees  agreed  to  report  on  sugar  bi^.  House  passed  agricultural 
appropriation  bill*  Sen.  Horse  introduced  and  disoussed  bill  to  provide  assistance 
for  disaster*  stricken  orchards,  I^p,  Reece  commemed  Department's  rural  develop- 
mient  program.  House  committee  reposed  bill  to/merge  intermediate  credit  banks  and 
PCA's. 


3ENATI 

'1.  ELECTRIFICATION,  Began  debate  iJn  S,  1823,  tXauthorize  the  construction  of 
./  works  of  improvement  in  the  )ifiagara  River  forNpower  and  other  purposes,  pp. 

7196,  7234,  7240,  7241 

2,  NOi'IENATION  of  Sam  H,  Bob§/  to  the  Federal  Farm  Cred^  Board  was  confirmed. 

p.  7185 

3,  uTIEAT,  Sen,  Neubergi^  commended  the  efforts  of  the  Oreg^  'i^eat  Grov/ers  League 

to  advertise  our  iimeat  in  foreign  countries,  p,  7200 

4«  ALASKA  STATEHOO^  Sen,  Neuberger  inserted  articles  on  Alaska'^  recent  efforts 
to  attain  st^ehood,  p.  7201 

5,  FOREIGN  TR^E,  Sen.  Beall  inserted  a  magazine  article  and  a  lette\from  Gov. 

McKeldin^riticizing  the  present  tariff  rate  on  watches,  p.  7202 

Syn*  Humphrey  inserted  and  discussed  an  economic  analysis  of  thd\effects 
of  f9^ign  trade  on  H'^nn,  p.  72C6 

HOUSE 

6. >iUlRICITITURAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R,  11177,  the  agricux- 
tural  appropriation  bill.  pp.  7261,  7284 
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7.  RT 


pr( 


progr 


DEVELOPI'iEf^T ,  Rep.  Reece  comirended  this  Department’s  rural  development 
in  certain  counties  in  Tenn.  and  urged  that  appropriations  for  thi^ 
should  reflect  the  full  request  of  USDA.  p.  7255 


3,  FAR^^  LOANS^\The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  v/ith  amiendment  H.  R^/10285,  to 
m.erge  production  credit  corporations  and  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  to 
provide  for  retirem*ent  of  Government  capital  in  Federal  interpi^iate  credit  * 
banks,  and  to  prwide  for  supervision  of  production  credit  jreeociations (H*  Kept, 
2160).  pp.  7285, 


9.  PERSO^TNEL.  The  Post  Offitxe  and  Civil  Service  Committ^  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  3315,  to  amend  SecV^  of  the  Civil  Servipe  Retirement  Act  regarding 
death  benefits  (H.  Rept.  215^^  H.  R.  10368,  te^equire  that  any  agency  of  the 
Executive  Branch,  requesting  expanded  functi<$ra  or  programs,  shall' submit  a 


statemBirb  containing  information  to  ther  number  of  civilian  officers  and 
employees  required  to  carry  out  the^^sdjiitional  or  expanded  functions  (H*  Rept. 
2155);  and  S.  3237,  to  provide  f or  co^^nuance  of  life  insurance  coverage  under 
the  Federal  Employees’  Group  Lif^'-^nsurahqe  Act  in  the  case  of  employees 
receiving  benefits  under  the  Federal  Emplo^^s’  Com^pensation  Act  (H.  Rept, 
2158).  p.  7284  /  \ 

This  Committee  repcr;^^  with  amendment  H.  11040,  to  provide  for  certain 
super grade  positions  with  scientific  or  professional  qualifications  in  the 
Departments  of  Defend,  Interior,  and  Commerce  (H.  R^t.  2l6l),  p.  7285 


10.  ATO’-lIC  ENERGY ,^/fiep.  Bass  urged  fixther  development  of  ai 
peaceful  purposes,  p,  7256 


Lc  energy  for 


11.  TAXATIOIk  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6143,  relatins  to  certain 
tax  jaTovisions  on  the  transportation  of  poultry  and  the  sale  of  liiyestock  on 


apdount  of  drought,  p,  7252  (Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  beexTapippinted.) 


SUPPLET®^TAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL;  LEGI5UTIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Majority  Lead^ 
announced  that  this  bill,  H,  R,  10004,  is  to  be  considered  Wed w,. May  16, 
p>  7254 


I 


I 


13 •  SUGAR.  On  h’ay  12  the  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  H.  R.  7030,  the 
sugar  bill.  The  "Daily  Digest"  includes  the  following  statem.entj 

"There  vrere  three  main  points  of  difference  between  the  House  and  Senate 
bills,  namely,  the  length  of  the  extension,  the  percentage  of  increased  demand 
in  the  United  States  allocated  to  foreign  and  to  domestic  producers,  and  the 
division  of  the  foreign  shares  among  the  producing  countries. 

"1,  The  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the  length  of  the  extension  and 
adopted  the  4-year, period  in  the  House  bill  rather  than  the  6  years  as  passed 
by  the  Senate, 

"2,  The  House  conferees  receded  on  the  percentage  allocated  to  foreign 
and  domestic  producers  and  adopted  the  Senate  formula  of  55  percent  of  the 
increase  to  dom^estic  producers  ard  45  percent  to  foreign  suppliers.  The  House 
bill  would  have  divided  the  increase  50  percent  to  each, 

"3*  A  compromise  was  worked  out  on  the  share  allocated  to  each  foreign 
supplier  on  the  basis  of  percentage  of  total  sugar  shipments  to  the  ITnited 
States  by  Cuba  and  all  the  full-duty  countries.  The  following  table  compares 
House  and  Senate  bills  and  shows  the  compromise  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  • 


IK 
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Cciriparison  of  percentages  of  total  quantities  of  sugar  to  be 
supplied  by  Cuba  plus  all  full- c’ uty  countries 


) 


• 

House 

bill 

• 

Senate 

bill 

Conference 

agreement 

Cuba 

00  )■ 

93.79 

Mexico 

7C  ©ii 

1  )i 

yUmU 

T  *0 

Peru  . . . 

2,9 

2,6 

1  1 

o  o 

1,2 

O  0 

Dominican  Republic 

Other  ,, 

lo2 

1  n 

2  o3 

1,79 

1  n 

I otal 

100.0 

ICO.O 

100  oO 

Hi.  DEFEJ'JSE' 

ar.endedo 


PRINTED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  IN  THIS  OFFICE 

lODUCTIONft  So  3U07^  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  19^ f 
lenate  Banking  and  Currencv  Committee «, 


as 


15*  FISHIMIFSo  S\2379,  S,  3275^  and  S.  3339,  relating  to  a  national 
policy  and  creatyion  of  a  fisheries  commissiono  Senate  Interstai 
Commerce  Committ€ 


Lsheries 
and  Foreign 


16.  FORESTRY.  Newsprint  stpdy.  House  Interstate  and  Foreign ^^irmerce  Committee. 

17.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIOfJfi  FOR  1997  e  Agricultural  Sjjl^committee  of  House  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  Comi  o^ty  Credit  CorporatioiySales  Program,  (Copies  of 
these  hearings  have  been  dist^buted  to  the  budg>0x  officers  of  the  various 
agencies  of  the  Department,  pui^ant  to  a  distj:^bution  list  that  was  prepared 
in  cooperation  i-rith  the  agencies^S^^  Copies  ape  not  available  from  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reporting  Staff,  A  small  re^rve  sdpply,  to  meet  em.ergency  needs,  is 
available  in  the  Division  of  Estimates, Allotments,  Ext,  9901.) 


ITEMS 


APPEMOn 


18.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Frelinghuys^  inserted  a\ewspaper  article  statnjig  that  it 

is  the  strong  conviction  of  tiie  President  thatNjAmerican  labor,  agriculture  and 
business  will  be  benefited/^^  what  OTC  can  do  in\xpanding  world  trade",  p.A3852 
Rep.  Simpson  inserte^arious  petitions  of  smaJ^ industrial  concerns  and 
agricultural  producers/opposing  proposed  U,  S.  member^ip  in  OTC,  p,  A3890 

19.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.yFlood  inserted  a  newspaper  article  diseasing  the  closing  of 

various  U.  S,  foreign  economic  aid  missions  "which  proves  tl^at  these  foreign 
aid  programs  ^io  not  have  to  go  on  forever,  but  can  be  terminatj^d  in  tim.e". 

P*  A3857  ^  .  X  .  ^  . 

Sen,  J>^artin  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial,  "No  Help  To  UncleSpam — Foreign 
Aid  Vi^he  U.N.".  p..  A3e6U 

Jn.  Humphrey  stated  that  "it  is  regrettable  that  the  oresent  fof»!^gn-axd 
prp^am  and  the  one  designed  for  fiscal  year  1997  places  so  little  eiripli^^s 
)3^n  the  use  of  the  U,  N,  technical-assistance  project"  and  inserted  a  n^paper 
article  urging  a  "new  kind  of  Point-U",  p,  A3872 


-h- 

Smith,  Wis*,  inserted  Dr*  John  H*  Reisner’s  statement  before  the 
Foreig\  Affairs  Committee  dealing  vrith  title  III  of  the  Mutual  Security  AqiC  of 
1956 — t^hnical  cooperation — and  particularly  the  section  dealing  with  tj 
United  S-rates  bilateral  program,  p.  A3898 

Rep,  SMth,  Mis.,  inserted  the  statement  of  Elgin  Groseclose,  economic 
consultant, N^ef ore  the  H,  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  pointing  out  th^  our 
foreign  aid  ^ogram,  as  presently  operating,  is  based  upon  certain  facilities 
and  stating,  i\  a  7  point  summary,  reasons  vjhy  he  believes  the  fo^ign-aid 
program  is  "bad\olicy",  p.  A39CO 

20,  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  \Sen,  Horse  inserted  Sen,  Kefauver’s  speeclybriticizing  the 
administration’s  ap^oach  to  the  development  of  natural  resyfrces  as  a  "don’t 
do  it"  approach,  and\orm.er  Secretary  of  Interior  hcKay’s  power  policies, 
p.  A3859 

Sen,  Horse  inserted editorial,  "Ike’s  Choice  of  Interior  Head  i’ill  Be 
Revealing",  p,  A385l 


21, 


PERSONNEL,  Rep,  Van  Zandt  ir^erted  an  editorial, 
that  it  was  selected  by  the  gVrernor’s  committee 
ped  as  one  of  3  outstanding  edmorials  in  Penn, 
hiring  disabled  persons,  p,  A3^1 


"Abbve  the  Atom"  and  stated 
employment  of  the  handicaj 
wspapers  on  the  advantages 


22. 


FARM  PROGRAM,  Sen,  I’iorse  inserted  3v newspapep^ditorials  including  one  criticiz*? 
ing  the  President’s  veto  of  the  farnK^bill  stating  that  "surly,  Benson’s 
actions,  attitude,  and  inactions  are  anpr^^d  bv  the  President",  p,  A3863 
Rep,  Springer  inserted  Stewart  Alsop^  article,  "Genius  At  Mork  In  l/\ihite 
House",  discussing  the  veto  of  the  farm/V^ll  and  the  appointmient  of  Sen,  George 
by  the  President  as  his  personal  amLa§ieadop  to  NATO,  p,  A3887 


23,  FARM  INCOME,  Sen,  Langer  inserted 
Grain  Terminal  Association  statinj 
flashing  red  danger  signal  to  th 


le  daily  '^adio  roundup  of  the  Farmers  Union 
"that  sagg^g  farm  incom.e  ought  to  be  a 
rest  of  the  TOuntry",  p,  A386U 


2U,  COFFEE,  Sen,  Martin  stated  tl^aft  he  had  discussed  ^«ny  times  the  difficulties 
interent  in  attempting  to  syroilize  the  prices  of  os^modities  through  inter¬ 
governmental  cominodity  agr^ments  and  comn-.ended  the  ^tate  Dept,  for  their  ( 
position  in  deciding  not  participate  in  the  plan  f^  an  international  coffee 
agreem.ent,  p,  A3865 

25,  LEGISLATION,  Rep,  Mc^^raack  inserted  a  statem.ent  showing  ^he  status  of  legis¬ 

lation  in  ccmiparabiy^periods  of  the  2nd  Session  of  the  83r^and  Slith  Congresses,! 
p,  A3866 

26,  FLOOD  CONTROL,  J^p,  Utt  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  challen^^mg  certain  state¬ 

ments  on  the  responsibility  for  delay  in  the  construction  of  the  Oaroville  Dam, 
Calif,  p,  A ^875  'V 

Rep,  H^3:derson  inserted  a  magazine  article  consenting  on  the  ne^d  to  increase 
flood  control  measures  and  provide  greater  conservation  of  our  watervesources, 
p,  A3876  ^ 

27,  CREDIT^NIONS ,  Rep,  Patman  inserted  a  letter  criticizing  the  proposal  foi 
shar^^deposit  insurance  for  credit  unions,  p,  A3886 

^  lep,  Patman  inserted  a  statement  by  H,  B,  Yates,  Credit  Union  National 
i^^ociation,  Inc,,  explaining  the  fmcticn  of  the  credit  union  as  a  leading 
agency  and  criticizing  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Federal  Credit 
Unions  from  HEW.  p,  A3888 
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caaitrol  accomplishments  of  the  multiple-purpose  Oro- 
villk  Dam  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  the  Feather 
Rivefyby  the  State  of  California.  Witnesses  heard  on 
both  ^jects  were  Representatives  Engle,  Moss;  Gov. 
Good wi\  Knight;  Harvey  O.  Banks,  State  engineer, 
State  of  C^ornia;  Norris  Poulson,  mayor,  Los  Angeles, 
Calif.;  testifymg  on  H.  R.  8677  were  R.  A.  Leonard, 
president,  F^her  River  project,  Oroville,  Calif.; 
Howard  HarterVepresenting  Yuba  City,  Calif.;  Gavin 
Mandery,  counciUnan,  Marysville,  Calif.;  Charles  Ran¬ 
dolph,  Butte  CouiW  Water  Resource  Commission; 
Stanley  Pittman,  city%3uncilman,  Oroville,  Calif.;  Eber 
Beilby,  chairman,  boar^^of  supervisors,  Sutter  County, 
Calif.;  Harold  Sperbeck, ^airman,  Yuba  County  Board 
of  Supervisors;  Grover  Sl^non,  Yuba  City,  member 
of  State  recreation  board ;  te^ying  on  the  Sacramento 

1;,  rancher,  Los  Molinos, 
dif. 


River  project  were  Earl  Lindaue 
Calif,;  and  Jack  Bower,  Chico, 


VETERANS’  PENSIONS 

Committee  on  Veterans'  Adairs:  M^on  Friday  and 
heard  Omar  Ketchum,  legislative  repre^tative,  VFW, 
on  the  recommendations  of  the  Presiden^al  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Veterans’  Pensions  (Bradley  Comnmsion). 

EXCISE  TAX  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means:  Announcemertt  was 
made  that  the  committee  had  reached  tentative  ^ci- 
sions  on  the  recommendations  of  the  Subcommittee %n 
Excise  Tax  Technical  and  Administrative  Problems  com 
cerning  taxes  on  admissions  and  club  dues,  transporta¬ 
tion,  communications,  and  documentary  stamps.  Thj 
comniittee  will  resume  its  considerations  on  Wednesdi 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

SUGAR 

Conferees,  on  Saturday,  May  12  in  executive  session, 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences 
between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R. 
7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  fol¬ 
lowing  which  the  below-listed  explanatory  statement 
was  issued:  *“ 

There  were  three  main  points  of  difference  between  the  House 
and  Senate  bills,  namely,  the  length  of  the  extension,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  increased  demand  in  the  United  States  allocated  to 


D473 

foreign  and  to  domestic  producers,  and  the  division  of  tjic  for¬ 
eign  shares  among  the  producing  countries. 

I*  The  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the  length  of  the  extension 
and  adopted  the  4-year  period  in  the  House  bill  rather  than  the 
6  years  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

2.  The  House  conferees  receded  on  the  percentage  allocated 
to  foreign  and  domestic  producers  and  adopted  the  Senate  for¬ 
mula  of  55  percent  of  the  increase  to  domestic  producers  and  45 
percent  to  foreign  suppliers.  The  House  bill  would  have  divided 
the  increase  50  percent  to  each. 

3-  A  compromise  was  worked  out  on  the  share  allocated  to 
each  foreign  supplier  on  the  basis  of  percentage  of  total  sugar 
shipments  to  the  United  States  by  Cuba  and  all  the  full-duty 
countries.  The  following  table  compares  House  and  Senate  bills 
and  shows  the  compromise  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees. 

Comparison  of  percentages  of  total  quantities  of  sugar  to  be 
supplied  by  Cuba  plus  all  full-duty  countries 


House 

bill 

Senate 

bill 

Conference 

agreement 

CU-b^.  ••••••*■•  ♦-r, 

92.4 

94.4 

93.75 

Mexico . . . 

1.4 

1.2 

1.2 

Peru . . 

2.5 

2.2 

2.3 

Dominican  Republic . 

2.6 

1.2 

1.75 

Other . 

1.1 

1.0 

1.0 

Total . - . 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

>PROPRIATlONS— SUPPLEMENTAL 

Conferees,  in  executive  session  on  Friday,  May  ii,  agreed 
^to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the 
jenate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  10004,  sec¬ 
ond  supplemental  appropriations  for  1956. 

LIBIMRY,  MEMORIAL,  AND  EASEMENT 

foint  C'ommittee  on  the  Library:  Committee,  in  execu¬ 
tive  sessi^,  received  a  report  from  L.  Quincy  Mumford, 
Librarian  M  Congress,  and  Verner  W.  Clapp,  Chief 
Assistant  Lini;arian.  The  committee  approved  the  de¬ 
sign  and  speciKcations  for  expansion  of  the  First  Divi¬ 
sion  Memorial  a&  State  Place,  Washington,  D.  C.,  ac¬ 
cording  to  law  anoun  honor  of  the  World  War  II  dead 
of  that  division.’  ALo,  the  committee  gave  Potomac 
Electric  Power  Co.  ^  easement  to  construct  under¬ 
ground  cable  across  the  botanical  Gardens  property. 


BILLS  SIGNEIVBY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Laws 

(For  last  listing  Af  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p. 

H.  R.  1603,  t^erminate  the  prohibition  against  em-' 
ployment  of  Mongolian  labor  in  the  construction  of 
reclamatioryprojects.  Signed  May  10, 1956  (P.  L.  517). 

H.  R*.  4591,  increasing  salaries  for  part-time  and  full¬ 
time  r^rees  in  bankruptcy.  Signed  May  10,  1956 
(P.  L/18). 


H.  R.  7952,  to  require  the  i^^ection  and  certification 
of  certain  mechanically  propelM  vessels  carrying  pas¬ 
sengers.  Signed  May  10, 1956  (PH^.  519). 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TU^DAY,  MAY  15 
(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise^esignated) 
Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on^.  R.  10986, 
Defense  appropriations,  to  hear  Air  Force  Secretary  Quarles,  to 
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aNn.,  412  Senate  Office  Building;  subcommittee,  on  H.  R.  10899, 
Coimnerce  appropriations,  with  outside  witnesses,  10  a.  m.,  room 
F-82,  Oimitol;  subcommittee,  on  H.  R.  10721,  State,  Justice,  and 
JudiciaryT^  hear  Secretary  of  State  Dulles,  2  p.  m.,  room  F-39, 
Capitol. 

Committee  ^\Foreign  Relations,  on  S.  J.  Res.  165,  approving 
the  relinquishmerhyof  the  consular  jurisdiction  of  the  U.  S.  in 
Morocco,  followed  Dv  executive  on  mutual  security  program, 
10:30  a.  m.,  room  F-53)sCapitol;  executive,  to  hear  AEC  Chair¬ 
man  Lewis  Strauss  on  imnual  security  program,  2:30  p.  m., 
room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Itholar  Affairs,  executive,  on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.  m.,  224  Sena^Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  TV  net¬ 
work  practices,  10  a.  m.,  room  G-16,  ^Sapitol;  to  continue  on 
nomination  of  Charles  J.  Lowen  to  be  meniKqr  of  CAA,  10  a.  m., 
324  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Internal  SecurityVSubcommittee, 
on  scope  of  Soviet  activities  in  U.  S.,  10:45  11^^X424  Senate 

Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  Labor  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  on  minimum  wage  coverage  and  exemptions,  with  Secretory 
Mitchell,  10  a.  m.,  room  P-63,  Capitol;  Veterans’  Subcommit^ 
on  H.  R.  9824  and  S.  3431,  War  Orphans  Educational  Assist-' 
ance  Act,  10  a.  m.,  room  P-38,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  on  S.  3593/1’e- 
specting  recognition  of  organizations  of  postal  and  ^iwcral 
employees,  10  a.  m.,  318  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  orf^otton  on  H.  R. 
9333>  to  give  certain  consuming  processors efcotton  the  privilege 
of  buying  cotton  futures  contracts  in  certain  instances,  10  a.  m., 
1310  New  House  OflBce  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services^^t  full  committee  on  H.  R. 
10835,  to  transfer  the  operatioit^f  the  Continental  Air  Com¬ 
mand  from  Mitchell  Air  Fook  Base  to  Sampson  Air  Force  Base, 
a  report  of  the  Subcommj<^e  on  Real  Estate,  Point  Barrow  gas 
supply,  and  an  Army^^Knefing  on  Capehart  housing,  10  a.  m., 
313-A  Old  House  Q  mcc  Building. 

Committee  on^anlffng  and  Currency,  on  H.  R.  11132,  to 
increase  the  blowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  to  h^ollowed  by  an  executive  session  on  the  same  bill, 
10  a.  111^301  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  executive  session  to  mark  up 
10082,  extending  the  Mutual  Security  Program,  10:20 
<r m.,  G-3  Capitol  Building. 


May  H,  1956 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee 
Military  Operations  to  hear  Val  Peterson,  Civil  Defense  Ad 
istrator,  10  a.  m.,  1501  New  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reo»|finization 
will  hear  representatives  of  Justice  and  AgricuItur^^Bcpartments 
on  employment  of  experts  and  consultants  in  Edaeral  agencies, 
10  a.  m.,  1537  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affa/fs,  on  pending  bills, 
10:30  a.  m.,  1324  New  House  Office  Builaing. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foj^gn  Commerce,  executive 
session  to  consider  pending  bill^^o  a.  m.,  1324  New  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judicias^,  regular  meeting  day,  executive, 
10  a.  m.,  346  Old  House  SJmee  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  executive  session 
of  full  committee  on^.  R.  9228,  to  readjust  postal  rates,  10  a.  m., 
213  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  am  Public  Worlds,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control 
on  omnibu^ill  relating  to  flood-contfol  projects,  10  a.  m.,  1304 
New  Idj)dse  Office  Building. 

Coj/^ittee  on  Rules,  at  1:30  p.  m.,  room  G-12,  Capitol,  to 
colder  granting  of  rules  for  the  consideration  of — 

H.  R.  9852,  to  extend  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended. 

H.  R.  9052,  to  extend  Export  Control  Act  of  1949. 

R.  10542,  to  liberalize  certain  criteria  for  determining  eli- 
gibiTHy  of  widows  for  benefits. 

H.  Chn.  Res.  227,  providing  for  reading  Declaration  of  Inde¬ 
pendence  oHore  joint  session  each  July  4. 

S.  Con.  Kb^36,  requiring  conference  reports  to  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  stateS^nts  signed  by  majority  of  managers  of  each 
House.  Ny 

)int  Committees 

Joint  Committee  on  Aibtfnc  Energy,  to  begin  hearings  on  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  provioh^^Government  indemnity  against 
iiuclear  powerplant  hazards  (^Vmmittee  has  asked  representa¬ 
tives  of  private  industry  to  testifyj^to  what  roadblocks  stand  in 
the  way  of  development  of  nuclear  pS^r  by  private  enterprise), 
10  a.  m.  and  2  p.  m.,  362  Old  House  Offib^^uilding. 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  executive,  to  hear 

ODM  Director  Arthur  Flemming  and  Commerce  Secretary 
Weeks  on  nickel  supply  and  programs  for  ex^^sion,  2  p.  m., 
room  P-38,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  7247,  railroad  rcoi^Smizatlon, 
loa.m.,  312  Senate  Office  Building. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  5265,  foreign  travel 
a.  m.,  312  Senate  Office  Building. 
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HIGHLIGHTS/.  Senate  made  farm  b^l  its  unfinishecybusiness.  Both  Houses  agreed  to 
conference  report  and  cleared  f oi^resident  secyfd  supplemental  appropriation  bill# 

Senate  subcommittee  ordered  USDA  a^opriatiorybill  reported  to  full  cormittee* . 

House  received  conference  report  on  bild.  House  received  proposed  supple*--:* 

mental  estimates  for  1957  fiscal  vear,\ncyWing  amounts  for  certain  USDA  agencies* 
Repo  Dodd  introduced  and  discussed  bill \/require.  compulsory  poultry  inspection 

by  USDA 


SENATE 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Made  H.  R.  15^5,  the  farm  bill/  iXunfinished  business  to  be 

debated^today.^  P.JU05  /  ^  Fulbrlght  (for  hi™aelf\d  Sen  M/lellan),  S™ith, 
and  Hickenlooper^Lbml^d  amendments  intended  to  bel^osed  to  the  i  , 

p.  7361  /  \ 

iiPPROPRIATIOHS.  y/^  Appropriations  "“boomlttee  completed  ^markup 
11177.  the  USDVappropriation  bill  for  195  ana  oraerea  x  ^ 
ments  to  the  Committee,  p#  Dlt82 

on  pAlio  assistance  in  the  amount  of  .:plO  per  montn.  p.  « 

Rokl,  Majority  Leader  Johnson  announced  that  H.  R.  ir660,  the  road  ball,  m. 
ce  taken  up  next  week,  p.  7406 


-2- 


ELECTRIFICATION#  Passed  with  amendments  S#  1823^  to  authorize  the  construct!^ 
of  w^ks  of  improvement  in  the  Niagara  River  for  power  and  other  purposes#^ 
FP.  75^,  7393 


6#  WATER  RESOt 
.  and  a  lctt( 
p„  7ho6 


ICES,  Sen#  Watkins  inserted  and  commented  on  two  magazine 
supporting  efforts  for  water  resource  development  in  th« 


^ticles 
'West  • 


7*  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS^  Sen.  Martin  inserted  a  statement  b-'^  the  U,  S,  n^presentative 
to  the  U»  M.  Economic  and  Social  Council  on  the  contributions  c5i  the  Inter¬ 
national  Bank  to  me  economic  groi^rth  of  o  her  nations,  induing  the  stimul¬ 
ation  of  agricultin-aj.  production  in  Mexico,  p,  73^3 


8.  RECLAMATION#  Agreed  to\the  conference  report  on  H.  R,  6'e 
use  of  appropriated  fun^  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior/ 


,  to  provide  for  the 
.n  contracts  for  the 


construction  of  drainage  Vorks  and  other  m  nor  items /6n  Federal  reclamation 
projectSo  p.  7365 

The  Interior  and  Insult  Affairs  Committee  rofSorted  wi.thout  amendment 


S,  3101,  authorizing  the  construction  of 


the  Croji 


ced  River  reclamation  project 


in  Ore.,  (S,  Kept*  2007);  and  R,  1779,  aith3»azing  the  construction,  operatic"*' 
and  maintenance  of  the  Juniper  division  of  tiyc  '.■apinitia  reclamation  project  in 
Ore,,  (S,  Repto  2008),  p,  7356 


9.  dairy  month.  Sen,  l.'iley  commented  on' 
intensive  plans  being  made  in  Mis  .  fot 
p.  7309,  5-15-56. 


iserted  a  newspaper  article  on  the 
'the  celebration  of  June,  Dairy  Months 


10,  APPROPRIATIONS,  Both  Houses  agr^d  to  the  corilerence  report  on  H,  R,  lOOOU,  the 
supplemental  appropriation  for'1956  (ppo7395,  Ail9).  The  conference  report  was 
agreed  to,  in  the  House,  by yS  vote  of  13U  to  lOXp.  7U29).  This  bill  is  now 
ready  for  the  President. 

Received  from  the  Resident  supplemental  appropriation  estimates  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1957  (H,  Doc,  li03).  This  document  includesNthe  follodng  items  for 
this  Department:  Sallies  and  expenses.  Agricultural N^esearch  Service,  Plant 
and  animal  disease  pest  control,  •1,000,000  to  pro\^e  for  additional  co¬ 
operation  with  Flori!da  in  eradicating  the  newly  found  inrestation  of  the 
Mediterranean  fruj4.  fly,  and  for  accelerating  the  eradication  program  of  the 
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burroT-Tinr;  nematode ;  Sugar  Act  Pro'’:ram,  Comm.odity  Stabilization  Service, 

3189,000  incr^se  in  administrative-expense  limitation  (no  additional  appropri¬ 
ation  requir^)  contingent  upon  enactment  of  H,  Ro  7030;  and  F^eral  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corpor^ion,  $13,000,000  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  sub¬ 
scribe  an^pay  for  capital  stock  of  the  Corporation  in  order  to  p^vide  adequate 
working  Capital;  to  the  Appropriation  Committee,  p,  7h67 


11m  SUGAR.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H,  R,  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the 

Sugar  Act  of  19U8  (H,  Rept,  217U).  pp,  7^17,  (See  Digest  78  for  provisions. 


12.  E^CTRIFICATION.  Rep,  Price  commended  Speaker  Rayburn  for  his  support  of  RljA 

through  the  years,  and  offered  congratulations  on  the  20th  birthday  of  REA. 
p.  7Ul6 


84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIVES  j  Eeport 

2d  Session  )  i  2174 


EXTENSION  OF  SUGAE  ACT  OF  1948 


Mat  16,  1956. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  7030] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  K.  7030)  to 
amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows; 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  section  101  {d)  oj the  Sugar  Act  of  lOfS, 
as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  The  term  ‘raw  sugar'  means  any  sugars  {exclusive  of  liquid  sugar 
from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas) ,  whether  or  not  princi~ 
pally  of  crystalline  structure,  which  are  to  he  further  rehned  or  improved 
\in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or 
'liquid  sugar.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  {e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“{e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar'  means  any  sugars  princi¬ 
pally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  {exclusive  of  liquid 
sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not  to 
be  further  rehned  or  improved  in  quality.'' 

Sec.  S.  Section  101  {i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  deleting  the  paren¬ 
thetical  word  “{Clergef)” . 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“{n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality'  means  to 
be  subjected  substantially  to  the  processes  of  {!)  affination  or  defecation, 
{2)  clarification,  and  {3)  further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystalli¬ 
zation.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  after  such  hearing  and  upon  su^h 
notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  to  determine  whether  specific 
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processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are 
raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  {d)  of  this  section,  or  direct- 
consumption  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  6.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  in  the  second 
sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  control 
of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1947-1949” . 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  by  apportioning  among 
such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  as  follows: 


Short  tom. 

Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  600,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 


“(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred  forty-four  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be  added  an  amount  equal  to  65 
per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  determination  of  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States  for  the  calendar 
year  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  valuE.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among  and 
added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph  {!)  of  this  subsection 
for  such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  respectively,  as  follows:  {A) 
The  first  one  hundred  sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any 
part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall 
be  apportioned  61.5  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  4^-5 
per  centum  to  the  mainland  cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so 
increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto  Pico;  (C)  the  next  three  thousand 
short  tons,  rate  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so 
increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any  additional 
amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by  subparagraphs  {A),  ili),  and 
{C)  of  this  paragraph  {2).” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “For” 
after  “(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1966, \ 
for”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year, 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  (yl) 
by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per  centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries  4 
centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  such  lesser  amount 
as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  four  million 
four  hundred  and  forty -four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota 
established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  {B)  by  pro¬ 
rating  46  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the 
amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 
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Country 

Cuba _ 

Peru _ 

Dominican  Republic. 

Mexico _ 

Other  countries _ 


Per  centum 
29.  59 
4.  S3 

4.  95 

5.  10 
1.  03 


45.  00 

The  above  proration  oj  1 .03  per  centum  to  foreign  countries  other  than 
Luba  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the  Dominican  Republic, 
and  Aiex%co  shall  be  apportioned  to  such  other  countries  whose  average 
entries  within  the  quotas  during  1963  and  1954  exceeded  one  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954. 

(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1 957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar  year 
the  proration  of  4  per  centum  under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  this  subsection 
for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years  1953  and  1954 
were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  its 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1963  and  1954;  second,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954  uisre  not  less  than  one  thousand  nor  more 
than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value;  third,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1963  and  195%  were  more  than 
two  thousand  and  less  than  three  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  pro¬ 
ration  equal  to  the  average  entries  from  each  such  country  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  plus  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value; 
fourth,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  uoere  not  less  than  three  thousand  nor 
more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  the 
average  entries  from  each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1964;  and,  fifth,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  proration  to  such 
foreign  countries  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  exceeded  ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of 
the  average  entries  within  the  quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years 
1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection: 

“(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with  a  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota 
or  proration  by  more  than  10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such 
year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or 
proration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years  shall  be  reduced 
by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure 
was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction 
would  be  contrary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated  under 
section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colori  and  the 
following:  “Provided,  That  any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota 
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Jor  such  area  allotted  under  the  'provisions  oj  section  202  (a)  (2)  shall 
first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  then 
in  eifect”. 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (®)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  perwd  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “except  that  in  the  case  of  proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any 
domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market 
that  part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of  sec¬ 
tion  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on 
such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  determines  is  required 
to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to 
supply  such  unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  imme¬ 
diately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “In  making  such 
allotments,  the  Secretary  may  also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due 
allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease, 
insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions  seriously  ^ 
and  broadly  afiecting  any  general  area  served  by  the  factory  or  factories^ 
of  s'uch  person.”. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  after 
the  word  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  per¬ 
centage  of  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw 
value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of 
one  million  fifty -two  thousand  short  ions,  raw  value,” . 

(h)  Section  207  {b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  and  by  adding  the  follo'wing:  “which  shall  be  principally 
of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of 
one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value, 
that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which  latter  amount  may 
be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  whether  or  not  principally  of  crystal¬ 
line  structure.” . 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “The” 
after  “{h)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956, 
the”  and  by  adding  the  f  ollowing  new  paragraph: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year, 
the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Reqmblic  of  the  m 
Philippines  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36^ 
per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  202: 
Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  coun  tries  receiving  pro¬ 
rations  under  section  202  (c)  of  seven  thousand  short  tons  or  less.  The 
direct-consumption  portion  of  such  quota  which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per 
centum  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which 
receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of  more  than  seven  thousand  short 
tons  on  the  basis  of  average  imports  of  direct-consumption  sugar  unthin 
the  quota  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  alter 
the  words  “{or  processed)”  the  follo'wing:  “,  except  for  livestock  feed,  or 
for  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,” . 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“{or  processed)”  the  words  “'within  the  proportionate  share”  and  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  the  follo'wing:  “and 
of  the  producers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose  past  production  has 
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been  adversely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm,  food 
freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollahle 
conditions  _  For  the  purposes  of  establishing  proportionate  shares  here¬ 
under  and  in  order  to^  encourage  wise  use  of  land  resources ,  foster  greater 
diversification  of  agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation 
of  soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on  application 
of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  whenever 
he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or 
rental  of  land  for  other  productive  purposes ,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane 
production  record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico  owned 
by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  such 
applicant  in  Puerto  Rico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  Jfi5  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  “{a)”  at 
the  beginning  thereof,  by  striking  out  “(a)”  and  “(b)”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “(1)”  and  “(2)”,  respectively,  and  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection: 

D“{h)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations  otherwise  meet 
the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such  processes 
sugar  imported  or^  brought  into  the  continental  United  States  under  a 
declaration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequently  is  determined 
to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a 
sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pouml  for  each  pound,  raw  value,  of  such  sugar 
in  excess  of  that  part  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable 
quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof  remaining  unfilled  at  the  time  of 
such  determination,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  L  nited  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  sentence:  “The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  persons  whose  sendees  are  obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.”. 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  41^,  section 
412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  413,  and  a  new  section  411 
inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411-  The  Secretarp  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  In  ternational  Sugar  Agree¬ 
ment  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar 
{ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate 
071  April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the  United 
j States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in  such  agreement,  or 
to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any  such  future  agreements 
1  ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 
j  Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating  to  termination 
'  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“1956”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“1960”. 

Sec.  19.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to  the  termination 
of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended 
by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “1961”. 

Sec.  20.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  37,  subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  amended  as  follows:  Strike  out  the 
parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”  where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and 
delete  the  second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  21.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  Subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  before  the  period  at 
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the  end  ihereoj  the  following:  and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject 

to  refunds  as  a  tax  under  the  provisions  of  section  64I8  (a)”. 

(b)  Section  64I8  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954.  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  “(a)”  immediately  following  “section 
4501”. 

Sec.  22.  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  the  amendments  made  hereby 
shall  become  elective  as  of  January  1, 1956,  except  that  sections  1  through 
4  shall  become  effective  upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  regula¬ 
tions  implementing  such  sections,  or  six  months  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  whichever  is  earlier. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

T.  G.  Abernethy, 

Clifford  R.  Hope 
Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Harry  Flood  Byrd, 

Walter  F.  George, 

Robt.  S.  Kerr, 

E.  D.  Millikin, 

Wallace  F.  Bennett, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  pm'poses,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of 
the  House  bill  and  substituted  new  language  which  was  in  many 
respects  identical  with  that  adopted  by  the  House  and  differed  from 
the  House  provisions  on  only  four  major  points:  (1)  the  length  of  the 
extension  of  the  Sugar  Act,  (2)  the  proportion  of  the  increased 
demand  in  the  United  States  allocated  to  foreign  and  to  domestic 
producers,  (3)  the  manner  in  which  the  domestic  share  of  this  increase 
is  to  be  distributed  among  various  domestic  producing  areas,  and 
(4)  the  division  of  the  foreign  share  of  the  growth  in  consumption 
among  the  producing  countries.  Following  is  the  manner  in  which 
these  major  differences  were  resolved  by  the  committee  of  conference: 

(1)  The  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the  length  of  the  extension  of 
the  act  and  agreed  to  the  4-year  period  in  the  House  bill  rather  than 
the  6-year  extension  passed  by  the  Senate. 

(2)  The  House  conferees  receded  on  the  division  of  the  increase  in 
consumption  between  domestic  and  foreign  producing  areas  and 
adopted  the  Senate  provision  which  will  allocate  55  percent  of  the 
increase  to  domestic  procjucers  and  45  percent  to  foreign  areas.  The 
House  bill  would  have  divided  the  increase  50  percent  to  each. 

(3)  The  conferees  adopted  the  Senate  formula  with  respect  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  first  188,000  tons  of  increase  in  domestic  quotas 
are  to  be  allocated  among  domestic  producing  areas.  Under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  House  bill,  the  first  188,000  tons  of  increase  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  quota  would  have  been  shared  between  the  domestic  beet  area, 
the  mainland  cane  area,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  their  present  share  in  the  sugar  quota.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  Senate  bUl,  adopted  by  the  conferees,  the  first  165,000 
tons  of  increase  will  be  divided  between  the  mainland  beet  and  cane 
areas — 51.5  percent  to  the  domestic  beet  area  and  48.5  percent  to  the 
mainland  cane  area.  The  next  20,000  tons  of  increase  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  next  3,000  tons  of  increase  to  the  Virgin 
Islands.  Thereafter,  any  further  increases  in  domestic  quotas  will  be 
shared  proportionately  among  aU  the  domestic  producing  areas, 
including  Hawaii. 

(4)  With  respect  to  the  division  among  foreign  suppliers  of  the  45 
percent  of  the  increase  in  consumption  which  will  be  allocated  to 
foreign  countries,  a  compromise  was  worked  out  which  was  substan¬ 
tially  halfway  between  the  maximum  and  minimum  quantities 
allocated  to  the  countries  in  the  two  bills.  The  following  table  sum¬ 
marizes  the  provisions  of  the  House  and  Senate  bills  and  the  conference 
compromise  on  the  basis  of  the  percentage  of  the  total  foreign  quota 
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which  will  be  supplied  by  the  major  foreign  producing  areas  during 
the  4-year  life  of  the  biil,  assuming  an  increase  in  consumption  of 
135,000  tons  per  year. 


House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 

agreement 

flnba 

92.4 

94.4 

93.75 

Mexico _ 

1.4 

1.2 

1.2 

Peru _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2.5 

2.2 

2.3 

Dominican  Republic _ 

2.6 

1.2 

1.75 

Other.--......- _ _ _ .... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1. 1 

1.0 

1.0 

Totnl 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

In  terms  of  shares  in  the  annual  increase  in  consumption,  the  45 
percent  of  that  increase  which  will  be  assigned  to  foreign  countries 
will  be  divided  as  follows:  Cuba,  29.59  percent;  Peru,  4.33  percent; 
Dominican  Republic,  4.95  percent;  Mexico,  5.10  percent;  other  foreign 
countries,  1.03  percent. 

The  following  table  is  a  projection  of  the  formula  contained  in 
the  bill  for  the  4-year  period  covered  by  the  bill,  and  shows  the  annual 
quotas  and  the  cumulative  total  for  foreign  countries  on  the  basis  of 
the  assumed  increase  in  consumption  of  135,000  tons  per  year. 

Quotas  under  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  in  1956  > 


[Short  tons,  raw  value] 


1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

Total 

1957-60 

Assumed  requirements— 

8, 535, 000 

8, 670, 000 

8, 805,000 

8, 940, 000 

9, 075, 000 

35,490,000 

Total  domestic  areas _ 

4, 545, 750 

4, 620, 000 

4, 694, 250 

4,  768, 500 

4, 842, 750 

18, 925, 600 

Total  foreign  areas . . 

3, 989, 250 

4, 050, 000 

4,110, 750, 

4,171,500 

4,232,250 

16, 564, 500 

Philippines . - . 

980,000 

980,000 

980,000 

980,000 

980,000 

3. 920, 000 

Total  Cuba  and  full-duty 

countries . . 

3, 009, 250 

3,070,000 

3, 130, 750 

3, 191,600 

3, 252, 250 

12, 644. 500 

Cuba _ _ 

2,888,880 

2, 903, 648 

2, 943, 594 

2, 983,  541 

3,023,488 

11. 854,271 

Full-duty-countries . 

120. 370 

166, 352 

187, 156 

207, 959 

228, 762 

790,229 

Peru. . . 

56,224 

63,919 

69, 765 

75, 610 

81, 455 

290, 749 

Mexico _ _ 

12, 394 

27,579 

34,464 

41, 349 

48,234 

151, 626 

Dominican  Republio— 

29. 892 

45,320 

52,002 

58,685 

65, 367 

221, 374 

Other  countries... . 

21, 860 

29,634 

30,  925 

32, 316 

33,  706 

126, 480 

Nicaragua . . . 

8,472 

9,837 

10, 613 

11,387 

12, 162 

43.999 

Haiti . . 

2,892 

5,489 

6,771 

6,053 

6,335 

23,648 

Costa  Rica . . 

»  (1,084) 

3,188 

3,  267 

3,347 

3, 426 

13,228 

Formosa . 

*  (1. 114) 

3, 190 

3,270 

3. 350 

3,  431 

13.  241 

Netherlands _ 

•  (1, 123) 

3,223 

3,317 

3, 411 

3,504 

13. 455 

Panama . . 

>  (1,114) 

3, 190 

3,270 

3,  350 

3,431 

13, 241 

Belgium.. . . . 

*  (182) 

182 

182 

182 

182 

728 

British  Guiana . 

*  (85) 

85 

85 

85 

85 

340 

Canada . 

>  (631) 

631 

631 

631 

631 

2,624 

Hong  Kong . . 

«  (3) 

3 

3 

3 

3 

12 

Unitkl  Kingdom . 

«  (516) 

616 

616 

516 

516 

2,064 

El  Salvador* . 

4, 478 

>  1955  requirements  of  8,400,000  tons  plus  annual  increments  of  135,000  tons. 

Average  1953-54  charges  shown  lor  countries  which  do  not  have  specific  prorations  in  1956. 
•  No  charges  against  quotas  since  1949. 


In  agreeing  to  the  Senate  provisions  with  respect  to  the  method  of 
distributing  among  domestic  areas  the  first  188,000  tons  of  quota 
increase  provided  by  the  bill,  the  House  conferees  were  motivated 
primarily  by  the  urgent  need  of  producers  in  the  mainland  cane  and 
beet  area  for  relief  from  the  curtailment  in  production  which  has 
been  required  of  them  in  the  past  2  years.  Although  the  bill  does 
not  direct  the  manner  in  which  this  first  increase  in  domestic  quotas 
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is  to  be  apportioned  among  producers,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  will  utilize  these  first  quota  increases  insofar  as 
practicable  to  relieve  the  distress  of  producers  in  these  domestic  areas. 

Since  enactment  of  the  last  previous  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Congress  have  adopted 
respectively  the  Constitution  of  the  Commonwealth  and  the  Puerto 
Rican  Federal  Relations  Act.  The  committee  of  conference  points  out 
that  section  9  of  such  act  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  proper  operation 
of  the  sugar  program  in  Puerto  Rico  and  suggests  that  the  Puerto  Rico 
Legislature  consider  prompt  action  to  resolve  this  possible  conflict. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

T.  G.  Abernethy, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

o 


[956 

Jarine  and  Fisheries  spent  several  d; 
the  Los  Angeles  harbor  area, 
purpose  of  the  visit  was  to  observe  tfon 
ditfcns  and  have  hearings  with  regs/d  to 
the^andling  of  cargoes  over  the  flocks 
in  tnat  area.  An  opportunity  way  given 
for  an  concerned  to  express  thei/  views 
with  regard  to  both  the  existing  condi¬ 
tions  ^nd  the  possibilities  of  ^prove- 
ment 

A  daAor  so  ago  an  informal  nfeport  was 
made  toVeveral  of  us  concernmg  actions 
which  followed.  It  appears  tmat  the  la¬ 
bor  organ^ations  working  Wth  the  rep¬ 
resentative  of  managemenx  formulated 
plans  and  ^irried  them  toflruition  with 
the  result  \hat  a  great  improvement, 
both  in  the  productivity  m  the  labor  in¬ 
volved  and  tne  relationsMip  between  the 
various  inter^ts  involved,  came  about. 
The  visit  of  lihe  subcommittee  engen¬ 
dered  a  high  rWard  fc/r  its  membership 
and  for  the  fainand  impartial  approach 
which  it  made  t^  thy  problem  it  sought 
to  understand. 

While  talking  c^r^erning  the  informal 
report  which  was  imde,  the  necessity  for 
early  enactment  R.  10765  which 

seeks  to  amend  tWe^ngshoremen’s  and 
Harbor  WorkersyCompensation  Act  was 
mentioned.  Tms  Compensation  Act  be¬ 
came  law  in  1927  andWas  last  amended 
in  1948.  It  is  ^pposefl  to  fix  compensa¬ 
tion  for  injure  workmen  and  to  depend¬ 
ents  of  deceased  workerain  amounts  pro¬ 
portionate  t<ycurrent  earmngs.  The  cur¬ 
rent  weeklj^compensatioii  payments  are 
far  below  the  amounts  required  to  meet 
the  formu&  by  which  the\benefits  were 
expected  m  be  fixed. 

I  hope/that  parliamentam  difficulties 
can  be  ^Ived  and  that  early  action  on 
the  bilycan  be  had  looking  \toward  its 
enactn^nt  into  law. 
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're-reference  op  bill 

CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Sp^ker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
th/  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs  be 
discharged  from  further  considei|ation 
of  the  bill  H.  R.  10890,  and  that  thekame 
re-referred  to  the  Committee  onUhe 
Judiciary.  I  have  cleared  this  with^^he 
/chairman  of  both  committees. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection ^o 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ma 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDING  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  that  I  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference 
report  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend 
and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
follow : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2174) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  hill  (H.  R. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of 
19,48,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference. 


have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert 
the  following:  “That  section  101  (d)  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(d)  The  term  “raw  sugar’’  means  any 
sugars  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas), 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline 
structure,  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or 
improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars 
principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid 
sugar.’ 

“Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  suoh  act  Is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘“(e)  The  term  “direct-consumption 
sugar”  means  any  sugars  principally  of  crys¬ 
talline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries 
having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are  not 
to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  parenthetical  word 
‘(Clerget)  ’. 

“Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  para¬ 
graph  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(n)  The  term  “to  be  further  refined  or 
improved  in  quality”  means  to  be  subjected 
substantially  to  the  processes  of  (1)  afflna- 
tlon  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystal¬ 
lization.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  after 
such  hearing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may 
by  regulations  prescribe,  to  determine 
whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars 
are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and 
whether  sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw 
sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (d) 
of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption  sugar 
within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section.’ 

“Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  in  the  second  sentence  thereof 
the  words  ‘1947  prior  to  the  termination  of 
price  control  of  sugar’  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘1947-1949’. 

“Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing 
areas  by  apportioning  among  such  areas 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows : 

Short  tons. 

Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar -  500,  000 

Hawaii _ 1,  052,  OOO 

Puerto  Rico _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 

“‘(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million 
four’  hundred  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be  added  an 
amount  equal  to  55  per  centum  of  the 
amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  determina¬ 
tion  of  requirements  of  consumers  in  the 
continental  United  States  for  the  calendar 
year  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  short  tons^  raw  value.  Such 
additional  amounts  shall  be  apportioned 
among  and  added  to  the  quotas  established 
under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  for 
such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  re¬ 
spectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hun¬ 
dred  sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas 
for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall 
be  apportioned  51.5  per  centum  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  beet  sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum 
to  the  mainland  cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the 
next  twenty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are 
so  Increased  shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto 
Rico;  (C)  the  next  three  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 


which  such  quotas  are  so  Increased  shall  be 
apportioned  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any 
additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by 
subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C),  of  this 
paragraph  (2).’ 

“Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘For’  after  ‘(c)’ 
and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘(1)  For  the 
calendar  year  1956,  for’  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“‘(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year,  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines,  (A)  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96 
per  centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries 
4  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw 
value,  by  which  eight  million  three  hundred 
and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  such  lesser  amount  as  determined  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  four 
million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thou¬ 
sand  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quota 
established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section;  and  (B)  by  prorating  45  per 
centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value, 
by  which  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  mil¬ 
lion  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

Country  Per  centum 

Cuba _ 29.  59 

Peru _  4.  33 

Dominican  Republic _ 4.  95 

Mexico _  5.  10 

Other  countries _ 1.  03 


45.  00 


The  above  proration  of  1.03  per  centum  to 
foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba,  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic,  and  Mexico  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  such  other  countries  whose  aver¬ 
age  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  exceeded  one  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  en¬ 
tries  within  the  quotas  from  each  such 
country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and 
1954. 

“‘(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for 
each  subsequent  calendar  year,  the  prora¬ 
tion  of  4  per  centum  under  paragraph  (2) 
(A)  of  this  subsection  for  foreign  countries 
other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by 
assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during 
the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one 
thpusand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration 
equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  1953  and  1954;  second,  by  assigning 
to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average 
entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 
1954  were  not  less  than  one  thousand  nor 
more  than  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value;  third,  by  assigning  to  each 
foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  more 
than  two  thousand  and  less  than  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration 
equal  to  the  average  entries  from  each  such 
country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 
1954,  plus  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value;  fourth,  by  assigning  to  each  foreign 
country  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less 
than  three  thousand  nor  more  than  ten 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proratlon 
equal  to  the  average  entries  from  each  such 
country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and 
1954;  and,  fifth,  by  prorating  the  balaiice 
of  such  proration  to  such  foreign  countries 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  1953  and  1954  exceeded  ten  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  from  each 
such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952,  1953, 
and  1954’.” 
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"Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  Is  amended 
hy  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“‘(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign 
country  with  a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of 
more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to 
fill  such  quota  or  proratlon  by  more  than 
10  per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such 
year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the 
domestic  price,  the  quota  or  proration  thereof 
for  such  country  for  subsequent  years  shall 
be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  by  which  such  country  failed  to  fill 
its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the 
Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to 
crop  disaster  or  force  majeure  or  finds  that 
such  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the 
objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  here¬ 
under  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner 
as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  204.’ 

“Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section 
204  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colon 
and  the  following:  ‘Provided,  That  any  deficit 
in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occur¬ 
ring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that 
part  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under 
the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2)  shall 
first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on 
the  basis  of  the  quotas  then  in  eSect’. 

“(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and 
the  following:  ‘except  that  in  the  case  of  pro- 
ration  of  any  such  deficit  In  any  domestic 
sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of 
inability  to  market  that  part  of  the  quota 
for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason 
of  section  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall 
apportion  the  unfilled  amount  on  such  basis 
and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if 
he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able 
to  supply  such  unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add 
it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba’. 

“Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 
final  sentence  thereof  the  following:  ‘In  mak¬ 
ing  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may  also 
take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allow¬ 
ance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  Insects,  or  other  similar 
abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions  seri¬ 
ously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area 
served  by  the  factory  or  factories  of  such 
person.’. 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  adding  after  the  word  ‘year’ 
the  following:  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the 
same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand  six 
hundred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value, 
that  the  Increase  in  the  quota  lor  Hawaii 
under  section  202  is  of  one  million  fifty-two 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,’. 

“(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and 
by  adding  the  following:  ‘which  shali  be  prin¬ 
cipally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  percentage  of  one 
hundred  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty- 
three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase 
in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Rico  under  section 
202  is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  which  latter  amount  may  be 
filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  whether 
or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.’. 

“Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘The’  after  ‘(h)’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘(1)  For  the  calendar 
year  1956,  the’  and  by  adding  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

“  ‘(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each 
subsequent  calendar  year,  the  quota  for  for¬ 
eign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by 
direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent  of 
1.36  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  201  less  the  sum 
of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  section  202:  Provided.  That  such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  countries  receiv¬ 
ing  proratlons  under  section  202  (c)  of  seven 


thousand  short  tons  or  less.  The  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  such  quota  which  is 
subject  to  the  1.36  per  centum  limitation  re¬ 
ferred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to  countries 
which  receive  prorations  under  section  202 
(c)  of  more  than  seven  thousand  short  tons 
on  the  basis  of  average  imports  of  direct- 
consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for  the 
years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.’ 

“Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  ‘(or 
processed)’  the  following:  ‘,  except  for  live¬ 
stock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,’. 

“Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  Inserting  after  ‘(or  processed)’ 
the  words  ‘within  the  proportionate  share’ 
and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  and  inserting  the  following:  ‘and  of  the 
producers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose 
past  production  has  been  adversely,  seriously, 
and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm, 
flood,  freeze,  disease,  Insects,  or  other  similar 
abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions. 
For  the  purposes  of  establishing  proportion¬ 
ate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encour¬ 
age  wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater 
diversification  of  agricultural  production, 
and  promote  the  conservation  of  soil  and 
water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm 
in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  when¬ 
ever  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental 
of  land  for  other  productive  purposes,  to 
transfer  the  sugarcane  production  record  for 
any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel 
or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  such  applicant 
in  Puerto  Rico.’. 

“Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  inserting  ‘(a)’  at  the  beginning  there¬ 
of,  by  striking  out  ‘(a)’  and  ‘(b)’  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘(1)’  and  ‘(2)’, 
respectively,  and  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection  : 

“‘(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing 
operations  otherwise  meet  the  requirements 
of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such 
processes  sugar  Imported  or  brought  into 
the  continental  United  States  under  a  decla¬ 
ration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar 
subsequently  is  determined  to  be  of  direct- 
consumption  quality,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
United  States  a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per 
pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value,  of  such 
sugar  In  excess  of  that  part  of  the  direct- 
consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota 
or  proration  or  allotment  thereof  remaining 
unfilled  at  the  time  of  such  determination, 
which  forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a 
civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,’ 

“Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amend¬ 
ed  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
sentence:  ‘The  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.’. 

“Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renum¬ 
bered  as  section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act 
is  renumbered  as  section  413,  and  a  new 
section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

"  ‘Sec.  411.  ‘The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
issue  such  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  article  7  of  the  International  Sugar 
Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Produc¬ 
tion  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United 
States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  restricting 
importations  of  sugar  into  the  United  States 
from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corres¬ 
ponding  provisions  of  any  such  future  agree¬ 
ments  ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  United  States  Senate,’ 

“Sec.  18.  Renumbered  section  412  of  such 
Act  (relating  to  termination  of  the  powers  of 
the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘1956’  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘I960’. 
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“Sec.  19.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d) 
(relating  to  the  termination  of  taxes  on 
sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
are  amended  by  striking  out  ‘1957’  in  each 
place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘1961’. 

“Sec.  20.  Section  4502  (4) ,  chapter  37,  sub¬ 
chapter  A,  ‘Sugar’,  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  as  follows:  Strike 
out  the  parenthetical  word  ‘(Clerget)’  where 
it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the 
second  sentence  thereof. 

“Sec.  21.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  sub¬ 
chapter  A,  ‘Sugar’,  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

‘,  and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject 
to  refunds  as  a  tax  under  the  provisions  of 
section  6418  (a)’. 

“(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  ‘(a)’  Immediately  following 
‘section  4501’. 

“Sec.  22.  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  the 
amendments  made  hereby  shall  become  ef¬ 
fective  as  of  January  1,  1956,  except  that  sec¬ 
tions  1  through  4  shall  become  effective  upon 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  regu¬ 
lations  Implementing  such  sections,  or  six 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  whichever  is  earlier.’’ 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

T.  G.  Abernetht, 

Clifpord  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Harry  Flood  Byrd, 

Walter  F.  George, 

Robt.  S.  Kerr, 

E.  D.  Millikin, 

Wallace  F.  Benniut, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

‘The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  19^,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of 
the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill  and 
substituted  new  language  which  was  in  many 
respects  identical  with  that  adopted  by  the 
House  and  differed  from  the  House  provisions 
on  only  four  major  points:  (1)  the  length  of 
the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act,  (2)  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  Increased  demand  in  the 
United  States  allocated  to  foreign  and  to 
domestic  producers,  (3)  the  manner  in  which 
the -doniestic  -share  of  this  increase  is  to  be-- 
distributed  among  various  domestic  produc¬ 
ing  areas,  and  (4)  the  division  of  the  foreign 
share  of  the  growth  in  consumption  among 
the  producing  countries.  Following  is  the 
manner  in  which  these  major  differences 
were  resolved  by  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence: 

(1)  The  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the 
length  of  the  extension  of  the  Act  and  agreed 
to  the  four-year  period  in  the  House  bill 
rather  than  the  six-year  extension  passed  by 
the  Senate. 

(2)  ’The  House  conferees  receded  on  the 
division  of  the  increase  in  consumption  be¬ 
tween  domestic  and  foreign  producing  areas 
and  adopted  the  Senate  provision  which  will 
allocate  55  percent  of  the  increase  to  domestic 
producers  and  45  percent  to  foreign  areas. 
’The  House  bill  would  have  divided  the  in¬ 
crease  50  percent  to  each. 

(3)  ’The  conferees  adopted  the  Senate 
formula  with  respect  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  first  188  thousand  tons  of  increase  -in 
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domestic  quotas  are  to  be  allocated  among 
domestic  producing  areas.  Under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  House  bill,  the  first  188  thou¬ 
sand  tons  of  increase  in  the  domestic  quota 
would  have  been  shared  between  the  domes¬ 
tic  beet  area,  the  mainland  cane  area,  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  in  proportion 
to  their  present  share  in  the  sugar  quota. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill, 
adopted  by  the  conferees,  the  first  165  thou¬ 
sand  tons  of  increase  will  be  divided  between 
the  mainland  beet  and  cane  areas — 51.5  per¬ 
cent  to  the  domestic  beet  area  and  48.5  per¬ 
cent  to  the  mainland  cane  area.  The  next 
20  thousand  tons  of  increase  will  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  next  3,000  tons 
of  increase  to  the  Virgin  Islands.  Thereafter, 
any  further  increases  in  domestic  quotas  will 
be  shared  proportionately  among  all  the 
domestic  producing  areas,  including  Hawaii. 

(4)  With  respect  to  the  division  among 
foreign  suppliers  of  the  45  percent  of  the 
Increase  in  consumption  which  will  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  foreign  countries,  a  compromise 
was  worked  out  which  was  substantially  half 
way  between  the  maximum  and  minimum 
quantities  allocated  to  the  countries  in  the 
two  bills.  The  following  table  summarizes 
the  provisions  of  the  House  and  Senate  bills 
and  the  conference  compromise  on  the  basis 
of  the  percentage  of  the  total  foreign  quota 


which  will  be  supplied  by  the  major  foreign 
producing  areas  during  the  four  year  life  of 
the  bill,  assuming  an  increase  in  consump¬ 
tion  of  135  thousand  tons  per  year. 


]rou.'?c 

bill 

Senate 

liill 

Conrereneo 

agi'eement 

Cuba _ 

92.4 

94.4 

93.  75 

Mexico _ 

1.4 

1.2 

3.2 

I 'em  . . 

2.5 

2.2 

2.3 

Dominican  Republic. 

2.  () 

1.2 

1.75 

Other-- . . 

3. 1 

1.0 

1.0 

Total . 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

In  terms  of  shares  in  the  annual  increase 
In  consumption,  the  45  percent  of  that  in¬ 
crease  which  will  be  assigned  to  foreign 
countries  will  be  divided  as  follows:  Cuba, 
29.59  percent;  Peru,  4.33  percent:  Dominican 
Republic,  4.95  percent;  Mexico,  5.10  percent; 
other  foreign  countries,  1.03  percent. 

The  following  table  is  a  projection  of  the 
formula  contained  in  the  bill  for  the  4-year 
period  covered  by  the  bill,  and  shows  the  an¬ 
nual  quotas  and  the  cumulative  total  for 
foreign  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  as¬ 
sumed  increase  in  consumption  of  135,000 
tons  per  year: 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  5,  after  line  12,  insert; 

"(c)  If  an  eminent  domain  proceeding  for 
the  condemnation  of  the  property,  or  any 
part  thereof,  for  public  use  is  brought  by  the 
Territory  or  political  subdivision  within  the 
time  so  allowed  by  the  court,  in  such  emi¬ 
nent  domain  proceeding,  the  property  shall 
be  valued  and  the  proceeding  shall  be  heard 
and  determined  in  all  respects  as  if  filed 
upon  the  date  of  the  original  conveyance 
and  as  if  an  order  had  been  made  letting  the 
Government  into  possession  on  said  date: 
Provided^  That  at  its  option,  the  Territory  or 
political  subdivision  may  bring  eminent  do¬ 
main  proceeding  for  condemnation  of  the 
property  or  part  thereof  required  for  public 
use  without  invoking  the  preceding  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  sentence:  Provided  further. 
That  in  the  event  the  Territory  or  political 
subdivision  shall  have  discharged  encum¬ 
brances  upon  the  property  for  which  it  is 
entitled  to  reimbursement  as  provided  by 
subsection  (e) ,  the  same  may  be  made  a 
setoff  in  any  eminent  domain  proceeding 
brought  for  condemnation  of  the  property  or 
part  thereof  required  for  public  use.” 

Page  5,  line  13,  strike  out  "(c)”  and  insert 
'■(d).” 


Quotas  under  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  in  1956  ^ 
(Short  tons,  raw  value] 


1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1900 

Total, 

1957-60 

8,  535,  000 
4,  545,  750 

8,  era  ooo 

8, 80.5, 000 
4,  694,  250 

8, 940,  000 
4,  768,  500 

9,  075,  000 

35,  490,  000 

4,  620,  000 
4,  060,  000 
980,000 

3,  070,  000 

4, 842,  7,50 

18, 025.  500 

3,  989,  250 
980,000 

3,  009,  2.50 
2, 888. 880 

4,110.750 

4,171,600 

4,232,250 

16,  604,  500 

980,000 

3, 130,  750 

980,000 

3,191,500 

980,000 

3, 2.52, 2.50 

3,  920, 000 

TotalVCuba  and  full-duty  coun- 

12,  644,  500 

2,  903,  648 
106, 352 
63,  919 

2, 943,  594 

2, 983,  ,541 

3, 023,  488 

11,854,271 
790, 229 

120,370 

187, 156 

207, 959 

228,  702 

50,224 

12,394 

29,892 

69,765 

76,  610 

81,4,55 

290,  749 

27,  679 

34,404 

41,349 

48, 234 

151,  626 

45, 320 

62.002 

58,  685 

05, 307 

221, 374 

21,800 
8,  472 

29,534 

30,  92.5 

32,  315 

33,700 

126,  480 

9,837 

10,  613 

11,  .387 

12, 162 

43,999 

2,892 

,5,  489 

6,771 

0,  0.53 

6,  335 
3,  42i; 

23,  048 

2  (1,  084) 

2  (1,114) 

2  (1, 12:i) 

3,188 

3,207 

3,347 

13,228 

3, 190 

3,  270  , 

3,350 

3,431 

13,  241 

3,223 

3,317 

3,411 

3,  504 

13,  4.55 

2  (1,114) 

3,190 

3,270 

3,  350 

3,  431 

13,  241 

2  (182) 

182, 

182 

182 

182 

728 

2  (85) 

85 

85 

85 

85 

:i40 

2  (631) 

031 

&31 

631 

631 

2,524 

2  (3) 

3 

3 

3 

3 

12 

2  (516) 

516 

616 

516 

616 

2,004 

4,  478 

- 

1 1955  requirements  of  8,400,000  tons  plus  annual  increments  of  135,000  tons.  . 

2  Average  1953-54  charges  shown  for  countries  which  do  not  have  specific  prorations  m  1950. 
» No  charges  gainst  quotas  since  1949. 


In  agreeing  to  the  Senate  provisions  with 
respect  to  the  method  of  distributing  among 
domestic  areas  the  first  188,000  tons  of  quota 
increase  provided  by  the  bill,  the  House 
conferees  were  motivated  primarily  by  the 
urgent  need  of  producers  in  the  mainland 
cane  and  beet  area  for  relief  from  the  cur¬ 
tailment  in  production  which  has  been  re¬ 
quired  of  them  in  the  past  2  years.  Al¬ 
though  the  bill  does  not  direct  the  manner 
in  which  this  first  Increase  in  domestic 
quotas  is  to  be  apportioned  among  produc¬ 
ers,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  utilize  these  first  quota  in¬ 
creases  insofar  as  practicable  to  relieve  the 
distress  of  producers  in  these  domestic  areas. 

Since  enactment  of  the  last  previous  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Sugar  Act,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Congress  have 
adopted  respectively  the  Constitution  of  the 
Commonwealth  and  the  Puerto  Rican  Fed¬ 
eral  Relations  Act.  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  points  out  that  Section  9  of  such 
Act  may  be  inconsistent  with  the  proper 
operation  of  the  sugar  program  in  Puerto 
Rico  and  suggests  that  the  Puerto  Rico 


Legislatiife  consider  prompt  action  to  resolve 
this  possible  confiict. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

T.  G.  Abernethy, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

William  S.  Hill, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

RETURN  OF  CERTAIN  LARDS  IN  THE 
TERRITORY  OF^^WAII 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  SR^er,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  tak^rom  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.^  7186)  to  provide  for 
the  review  and  ifetermination  of  claims 
for  the  return^f  lands,  in  the  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  omiveyed  to  the  Government 
during  W^d  War  II  by  organizations 
composes  of  persons  of  Japanese  ances¬ 
try,  with  Senate  amendments  thereto 
andyroncur  in  the  Senate  amendments. 


Page  5,  line  22,  strike  out  “(d)”  and  insert 
•‘(e).” 

Page  6,  line  4,  strike  out  “(e)”  -and  insert 

“(f).” 

Page  6,  line  13,  strike  out  “(f)”  and  insert 
“(g)." 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL.  1956 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ca 
up  the  conference  report  on  ttieyuill 
(H.  R.  10004)  making  supplemented  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  yeanZ&iding 
June  30,  1956,  and  for  otheiVpur poses, 
and  ask  unanimous  consenc  that  the 
statement  of  the  managerr  m  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  iiylieu  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

The  Clerk  read  tjife  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKERy/Ts  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tjre  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  wa^no  objection. 

The  Clei^  read  the  statement. 

(For inference  report  and  statement, 
seV  pjxKJeedings  of  the  House  of  May  11, 
195?^ 

.CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
le  conference  report  on  the  second  sup- 
'plementyd  appropriation  bill,  1956,  pro¬ 
viding  f(\  such  deficiencies  as  usually 
occur  duriiW  a  session  of  Congress.  Esti¬ 
mates  submkted  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  aggregated  $835,902,923  and  the 
bill  as  passecNby  the  House  carried 
$795,768,823. 

The  Senate  inc^ased  the  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  amoun^nf  $838,864,176. 

The  conference  rep^t  now  before  the 
House  recommends  a  tXal  appropriation 
of  $852,414,896. 

The  managers  on  the  pa?t  of  the  House 
and  Senate  are  in  complete  agreement 
on  all  items  in  this  bill.  Bul^here  are 
a  number  of  amendments  in>^hnical 
disagreement  which  under  theVules  it 
is  necessai’y  to  bring  back  to  th^flouse 
for  consideration. 
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Speaker,  at  this  time  I  yield  10 
minut^  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [B&.  TaberI. 

Mr.  T^ER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
say  a  few^ords  about  amendment  No. 
32  on  page  of  the  bill  before  us.  In 
1948  the  Allowing  provision  was 
adopted: 

None  of  the  poWr  revenues  of  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Aut^lty  shall  be  used  for 
the  construction  ofynew  power-producing 
projects  (except  for  i^lacement  purposes) 
unless  and  until  approve^  by  act  of  Congress 
(61  Stat.  677), 

In  spite  of  this  legisl^ive  provision, 
the  TVA,  I  understand,  h^^  made  com¬ 
mitments  involving  $178  mhlion  upon 
power  projects,  in  violation  ^  the  law, 
to  be  paid  for  out  of  power  \evenues. 
With  the  adoption  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  which  I  shall  vote  against,  tne  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  law  will  be  supported  bVthe 
majority  report  which  was  brought  ii^y 
the  Appropriations  Committee  wh( 
this  bill  was  considered  on  the  floor\ 
The  views  of  the  minority  members  of 
the  committee  were  clearly  expressed  in 
the  minority  report  which  was  then  pre¬ 
sented  and  which  I  am  going  to  insert  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  at 
this  time: 

Minobitt  Views 

The  members  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Works,  who  sign  this  minority  report, 
disagree  with  the  action  and  vote  of  the 
majority  on  the  request  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  for  fimds  with  which  to 
build  an  additional  generating  unit  at  the 
John  Sevier  plant. 

There  were  4  possible  answers  to  that 
request; 

(1)  To  agree,  and  to  appropriate  $3,500,000 
In  new  money,  to  start  construction  on  this 
unit.  It  must  be  understood  this  was  only 
the  request  of  the  moment.  The  total 
needed  is  $28  million. 

The  idea  of  voting  new  money  to  TVA  was 
refused  by  the  subcommittee.  The  Congress, 
In  the  past  few  years  has  refused,  more  than 
once,  to  appropriate  new  money  for  steam 
plants  or  additional  units  to  existing  steam 
plants. 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  is  still  grave 
doubt,  in  the  minds  of  able  lawyers,  and  of 
Members  of  the  Congress,  whether  there  was 
actually  any  constitutional  authority  for  the 
TVA  to  build  steam  plants  at  any  time. 
Since  this  is  a  technical  legal  question,  not 
to  be  discussed  in  this  minority  report, 
should  definitely  be  considered  by  the  C^i- 
gress  with  the  thought  of  giving  authority 
to  take  the  question  to  the  Supreme  yCourt 
of  the  United  States.  Certainly  more 
money  should  be  voted  to  the  TVA^  build 
steam  plants  or  additional  unltsj^ntll  the 
question  is  resolved. 

(2)  To  take  the  money  from  UTs  own  funds, 
without  further  approval  hy/vcie  Congress, 
and  build  the  additional  u^t,  or  any  other 
structures  in  the  future,  loils  was  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  subcommittee’s  ma¬ 
jority.  We  disagree.  Itil  the  line  of  reason¬ 
ing  expressed  in  thej^pinlon  rendered  to 
the  TVA  Directors  ^  September  10,  1955, 
by  the  TVA  Cou^el,  Joseph  C.  Swldler, 
which,  in  our  t^nlon,  controverts  itself 
Counsel  says,  fM^example: 

“Tliis  langi^e  (meaning  sec.  26  of  the 
TVA  Act  of  19^,  as  amended)  standing  alone, 
is  broad  en^gh  to  authorize  use  of  proceeds 
for  const^mtlon  of  any  type  of  power  in¬ 
stallation  including  steam  plants  and 
single-nrpose  power  dams  as  well  as  indi¬ 
generating  units  and  transmission 

3S.” 

le  catch  words  are,  of  course,  "standing 
ae.”  The  point  is  that  section  26  of  the 


TVA  Act  does  not  "stand  alone."  It  must 
be  read  not  only  with  the  remainder  of 
the  act  but  also  with  all  other  congressional 
actions  (particularly  those  subsequent  to  its 
passage)  or  limitations  thereto. 

The  citations  given  by  Mr.  Swldler,  to  sup¬ 
port  his  opinion,  refer,  without  exception,  to 
the  use  of  power  proceeds  by  TVA  prior  to 
the  passage  of  limitations  on  such  use.  We 
refer  particularly  to  section  104  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Corporations  Control  Act,  which  was 
passed  in  1945  and  to  which  a  limitation  was 
added  in  1948,  reading  as  follows: 

"None  of  the  power  revenues  of  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority  shall  be  used  for 
the  construction  of  new  power  producing 
projects  (except  for  replacement  purposes) 
unless  and  until  approved  by  act  of 
Congress.” 

Nothing  could  be  clearer,  to  us,  as  to  the 
Intent  of  the  Congress.  However,  Counsel 
for  TVA  offers  this  Interesting  interpreta¬ 
tion  (says  Mr.  Swldler) : 

"In  thus  prohibiting  the  use  of  revenues 
for  construction  of  ‘new  power  producing 
projects’  without  prior  congressional  ap¬ 
proval,  Congress  clearly  intended  that  the 
prohibition  should  apply  only  to  new  steam 
^plants  and  slngle-purpKise  power  dams,  and 
‘‘^lot  to  generating  units  in  existing  plants 
to  tranmlssion  facilities.' 
fe  challenge  the  use  of  the  word  "clearly^ 
To  ^  the  language  Is  a  definite  prohlbltl 
and  n.  it  is  to  be  reinterpreted  for  the  ^ne- 
fit  of  me  TVA.  this  should  not  be  by  jrfVA’s 
own  cowsel  alone,  but  either  by  t^  Con¬ 
gress  or  ^e  courts,  or  perhaps  by/noth,  as 
we  have  iinlicated  above. 

This  oplnVsn  and  Interpretatl^  have  al¬ 
ready  been  c\allenged  In  thy^ongress  in 
part  by  Memb^  sympathey  to  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority.  We  suggest  the 
reading  of  the  Co^ressio^l  Record  of  July 
13,  1955,  at  pages  8^8  a^  8939;  also  of  the 
Record  of  July  14,  l&6^at  pages  10005  and 
10009,  and  of  the  RECfleD  of  August  2.  1955, 
at  page  11254. 

It  would  be  weU^  in  vli^  of  the  present 
request  for  new/nioney,  ^d  the  ensuing 
discussion,  for  tnl  Members^f  Congress  to 
reread  the  te^mony  of  the  \hen-TVA  Di¬ 
rectors  in  19^,  in  which  the  witnesses  testi¬ 
fied  to  the  latent  of  TVA  policy  and  their  own 
opinions  a©  to  'TVA’s  obligationsX.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  Mr.  David  Llllenthal  testihed,  re- 
gardln^the  way  TVA  woiUd  set  thNpower 
rates  y 

"Xnese  rates  are  based  on  certain  ipyin- 
cin^s,  and  the  first  principle  Is  that 
c^sumers  of  electricity  must  pay  all  tnL 
^  Speratlng  cost  of  furnishing  that  electricity, 
'without  any  contribution  whatever  from 
taxpayers. 

"Second,  that  consumers  of  electricity,  the 
people  who  pay  the  rates,  shall  pay  taxes, 
through  the  rates,  which,  of  course,  is  the 
way  all  utility  operations  pay  taxes  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  national  average  of  taxes,  local. 
State,  and  Federal,  paid  by  private-owned 
utilities.  Municipalities  which  purchase 
power  from  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 
plant  at  the  Wilson  Dam  and  resell  it  in 
^'Ui'n,  at  retail  to  their  citizens  also  pay  taxes, 
as  required  by  their  contract  with  the  Au¬ 
thority,  and  those  taxes  are  also  equivalent 
to  the  amount  a  private  utility  would  pay, 
a  private  utility  in  that  community. 

“Third,  depreciation  and  amortization  are 
provided  for,  both  by  TVA  and  by  the  munic¬ 
ipalities.  As  to  TVA,  the  rates  charged  in¬ 
clude  a  margin  to  offset  depreciation  from 
year  to  year,  so  that  in  the  course  of  years 
there  is  a  reserve  adequate  to  rebuild  the 
plant  as  a  new  plant;  and  there  is  also  a 
surplus  which,  if  Congress  so  desires,  can  be 
used  to  pay  back  into  the  Treasury  not 
only  the  present  value  of  this  depreciated 
wartime  property,  but  also  every  penny  of 
the  original  investment  put  into  the  prop¬ 
erty  in  order  to  defend  this  country  against 
its  enemies. 


“Fourth:  Interest  Is  charged.” 

Dr.  A.  E,  Morgan,  the  first  TVA  chainq^n, 
expressed  his  opinion  of  TVA  power  oj 
tions  and  rates  in  these  words: 

"They  must  be  fair,  with  no  specUtl  arbi¬ 
trary  advantage;  they  must  pay  tnes.  Just 
as  private  utility  companies  minn  do,  and 
every  other  reasonable  charge yfi  they  are 
to  provide  us  with  a  fair  comnwlson.” 

He  refers  of  course  to  l^e  “yardstick” 
theory,  so  often  advanced yoy  TVA  and  its 
supporters.  We  hardly  mred  add  that  any 
resemblance  of  presenyTVA  policies.  In¬ 
cluding  the  current  r^uest  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  ^  build  thy  John  Sevier  unit,  to 
the  original  testii^nies  on  the  basis  of 
which  the  TVA  A/(  was  passed,  is  entirely 
coincidental. 

(3)  To  perm^  the  TVA  to  issue  its  own 
revenue  bon<^  to  cover  the  $28  million  it 
estimates  It^eeds  for  this  unit.  Whatever 
icing  may  J5e  spread  over  this  proposal,  it 
means  esyntlally  that  these  bonds,  directly 
or  Indl^tly,  now  or  in  the  future,  will  be 
obligaUons  of  the  United  States  Government, 
Just  jfs  surely  as  if  we  had  approved  the 
orlgmal  request  for  new  money  and  then 
g^e  out  and  secured  that  money  by  borrow- 

ig  it  (with  Interest)  or  by  taxing  the  peo- 
Dle  of  the  48  States  for  it.  This  has  been 
so  often  refused  in  recent  years  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  to  propwse  it  now,  somewhat  dis¬ 
guised,  seems  to  us  to  be  completely  out  of 
order. 

Whether  or  not  the  TVA  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  set  itself  up  as  an  Independent 
agency,  or  utility,  furnishing  power  in  a  des¬ 
ignated  area,  paying  local.  State,  and  equiva¬ 
lent  Federal  taxes  and  Interest,  underwriting 
its  operations  from  its  own  Income,  adjust¬ 
ing  its  rates  to  meet  Its  needs  under  such 
incorporation,  borrowing  money  to  expand  or 
replace  its  facilities,  is  a  matter  now  before 
the  proper  legislative  committees  in  this 
Congress.  Certainly,  if  the  TVA  is  to  be 
given  the  right  to  its  independence  and  to 
operate  as  any  pwwer  utility  operates,  then 
it  might  properly  have  the  authority  to  is¬ 
sue  bonds.  In  that  case,  however,  they 
would  npt  be  bonds  of  the  United  States 
adding  to  our  already  topheavy  national 
debt;  they  would  be  bonds  of  a  utility  cor¬ 
poration,  not  of  the  autocratic  power  em¬ 
pire  envisioned  in  the  opinion  of  the  TVA 
counsel  and  other  TVA  proponents.  Such 
bonds  would  be  sold  to  the  public,  as  the 
bonds  of  any  power  utility  are  marketed. 
This  Is  a  reasonable  suggestion;  any  idea 
that  we  should  permit  the  TVA,  an  agency 
of  our  United  States  Government,  to  issue 
revenue  bonds  which  would  become  con- 
V^ingent  obligations  of  the  United  States  is 
ithlnkable. 

the  TVA  desires  Independence,  let  it 
sepS^te  its  power  fmictlons  from  Its  other 
funchons,  if  necessary,  and  then  issue  bonds 
for  its\ntire  power  construction  debt  in  the 
past.  I^^ould,  by  such  a  bond  issue,  with 
repayments  determined,  and  on  which  it 
would  pay \nterest.  assume  the  financial  re¬ 
sponsibility  \gr  all  money  already  advanced 
by  the  TreasAjv  (or  in  other  words  by  the 
taxpayers,  the  g)(eat  majority  of  whom  in  no 
way  benefit  from’tois  expenditure) ;  pay  nor¬ 
mal  interest  theraon,  and  secure  complete 
independence,  withNhe  pride  'and  integrity 
which  accomplishes  n^ependence. 

The  responsibility  toVcommend  that  such 
authority  be  given  the  'iS^  lies  with  a  legis¬ 
lative  committee,  not  witlNthe  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

(4)  The  proper  choice,  ln\ur  opinion.  Is 
to  follow  the  course  alreadXadopted  by 
Memphis,  the  first  of  the  captiv^munlcipali- 
ties  to  take  itself  out  from  under ^^A  bond¬ 
age.  This  statement  is  made  ^n^isedly; 
under  TVA  contracts,  no  other  povStr  may 
be  bought  in  its  area,  nor  can  a  dlsirlbutor 
provide  power  from  its  own  or  any  dteer 
source,  without  TVA  permission.  Even\ie 
rates  charged  its  customers,  by  the  distrlbl 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  td\oonference  repo^  on  sugar  bill.  Ready  for 
President,  Senate  debated  farm  bil^  Senate  cor^ttee  reported  fisheries  stabili¬ 
zation  bill.  Sen.  Stennis  described\nd  commend^  USDA  research  program.  House 
committee  reported  bill  to  alter  dates^or  prt^amation  of  tobacco  quotas.  House 
committee  reported  bill  to  further  defin^dr^/milk  solids.  House  Fiules  Committee 
cleared  bill  to  merge  PCA*s  and  intermediate^ credit  banks. 


1.  SUGAR,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  pp.  7508,  7529  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President, 


) 


2,  FARW  PROGRAM.  Began  deb^e  on  H.  R,  10875,  the  farii\bill.  pp.  7480,  7487,  7492, 

7497,  7499,  7501,  7510/ 7520  .  v.  ^  v-,  • 

Agreed  to  all  cpimnittee  amendments,  but  only  for  \he  purpose  of  enabling 

the  bill,  as  so  ame^ed,  to  be  considered  as  original  t^  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  (p.  749^/*  Agreed  to  limit  debate  to  1  hour  onS^ch  amendment, 
begirjning  today *^nd  to  lirit  debate  on  the  bill  itself  to ^2  hours  (p.  7491) • 
Sen.  Aiken  ins^ted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  in  response  to  a  request  for 
information  pfi  the  possibility  of  getting  a  soil  bank  into  operation  on  the  195b 
crops  (p,  TOl).  Sen.  Daniel  presented  and  discussed  an  amen^^  (on  beha^  oi 
himself  avA  others)  to  restore  the  House  language  on  feed  grains  Xi'th  a  modifi¬ 
cation  7520).  Sens.  Williams,  loung,  Martin  of  Pa., 

Barre^submitted  amendments  which  they  intend  to  propose  to  the  billCp.  7480) . 

i,  FISH^IES,  The  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign _  Commerce  reported  w^amend- 
?Ss  S.  3275,  which  establishes  a  separate  Fisheries  Division  of  the  Int^ior 
/Department  (outside  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  a 

Emission,  transfers  to  the  Fisheries  Division  all  functions  of  the  Secreta^ 
of  Agriculture  and  oUiers  relating  to  the  development  advancement,  management 
cons£vation,  arri  protection  of  fisheries,  and  authorizes  appropriations  to  \ 
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irry  oirt  the  billa  Sen.  T'agn-uson  discussed  the  bill  and  inserted  its  text  and'j 
a  \ist  of  organizations  supporting  it.  p,  7472 


RESEARISIH;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  Stennis  cominended  the  Department’s  research  OTog- 
rara  and.  recent  increases  in  appropriations  for  this  purpose,  stated  that  tJilese  '■ 
appropriJs^icns  are  small  compared  with  funds  for  military  research,  and  describ¬ 
ed  variouK  agricultural  research  accomplishments.  p»  7516 


5.  ELECTRIFICATIW;  WATER  DEVELOPmiT.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  articles /by  Peter 
Inglis  favori^  joint  development  of  Columbia  River  resources,  for  /fewer  and 
other  purposesXby  the  IT,  S.  and  Canada,  p.  7484 


ROADS}  FCRESTRI.  Sen,  Neuberger  inserted  and  commanded  testimo^  by  the  National  ,, 
Lumber  Fanuf act urers.  Association  favoring  exemption  from  gaso^ane  tax  of  trucks 
traveling  on  privateVoads .  p.  7499 


HOUSING.  As  reported  (see  Digest  79),  S.  3855,  the  omnibi^ housing  bill,  in¬ 
cludes  provisions  as  follows;  Sec,  605  amands  Title  V  oi  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949  to  authorize,  for  a  sWear  period  beginning  July  Y,  1956,  and  ending  June 
30,  1961,  (1)  .W450  million  for  farm  housing  loans  thi^ugh  this  Itepartment,  (2) 

;;10  million  for  contributior^^by  this  Department  to  /prevent  defaults  in  payments' 
of  loans  for  potentially  adequ^e  farms,  and  (3)  /^O  million  for  grants  and 
loans  for  improvemanb  and  repaid  of  certain  farra^  Sec,  502  directs  the  Public  ! 
Housing  Authority,  upon  request,  \o  transfer  fajm-labor  camp<n  to  local  public  '' 


housing  agencies,  without  compensation,  ivith  :^rst  preference  as  to  use  being 
given  to  low-income  farm  workers,  602  greets  the  Housing  Administrator 

to  conduct  a  research  program  covering  the  /upply  and  demand  factors  affecting 


the  housing  market,  mortgage  market  problems,  the  need  for  low-income  housing. 


etc.  Sec.  604  provides  for  a  Commissioi^n  National  Housing  Policy,  to  make 
recomiTCendatiore ,  by  June  30,  1957,  rel^ir^  to  housing  needs,  discounting  of 
Government-supported  mortgages,  the  p^spe^s  of  new  sources  of  investment  funds^ 
etc. 


8.  ROADS*  FORESTRY,  As  reported  (see^igest  77),  iK  R*  1C660  authorizes  ^24  million 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  195«8^1  for  forest  ^velopment  roads  and  trails 
(House  version  authorizes  T>27  million  for  each  ofN^e  fiscal  years  1958-59),  a  j 
authorizes  •.>22,5  million  anni^ly  for  hkeh  of  the  fiscal  yeai’s  1958-61  for  for¬ 
est  highways  (House  version Authorizes  >25  million  f^  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1958-59). 


PERSONNEL*  This  Office  bhs  received  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy 
one  copy  of  a  committ^  print,  ’’Engineering  and  Scientifi(rsI'anpower  in  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  Western  Eyrope,  and  Soviet  Russia."  This  is  a  s^tistical  report  on 
the  Hungers  of  traisred  engineers  and  natural  scientists  and  tb^  status  of  train¬ 
ing  for  this  type  j6f  profession.  Copies  of  the  report  will  no\  be  available 
from  this  Officeybut  may  be  purchased  from  the  Superintendent  ^  Documents, 

GPO,  for  25  cer^  a  copy. 


HOUSE 


10.  TOBACCO, 
the  dat 
tobac 


he  Agriculture  Committee  reported  -vvith  amendment  H,  R.  9475\to  alter 
of  proclamation  of  marketing  quotas  for  flue-cured  and  other  "Ooes  of 
(H,  Rept.  2180).  p.  7579 


The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendmenv 
5257,  to  further  define  nonfat  dry  milk  solids  for  purposes  of  the  Federaj 
^ood.  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (H.  Rept.  2176).  p.  7579 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


7507 


)ER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  SeTWtor  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  AjC)ERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  froiCT^uisiana. 

Mr.  EIiTiWNDER.  I  desire  to  say  to  my 
good  friendSMhe  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden ]^md  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  A^erson],  that  I  do  not 
want  to  quarrel  ^to  any  cotton  farmer 
who  has  shifted  f^n  the  production  of 
cotton  to  a  more  pi^fitable  crop,  and 
who  has  in  the  proems  abandoned  his 
acres  of  cotton.  I  hav^io  sympathy  for 
him;  he  should  have  continued  in  the 
growing  of  cotton  if  he  de^ed  to  main¬ 
tain  his  base  acreage.  But  here  we  have 
a  situation  that  is  differentNfrom  that 
which  prevailed  at  the  time  suggested 
by  my  good  friend  from  NewN^exico. 
Cotton  acreage  allotments  havX  now 
been  reduced  to  the  point  where  it  ™rts. 
The  national  allotment  is  down  no^to 
17,391,000  acres.  I  am  sure  the  sitiw 
tion  which  will  prevail  in  the  Southeast^ 
as  well  as  the  Southwest,  in  regard  to  the 
planting  of  cotton,  will  be  different  in 
1957  and  1958  from  what  it  was  4  or  5  or 
6  years  ago. 

We  have  provided  in  the  bill  for  a  soil 
bank.  Those  cotton  farmers  who  will 
not  see  fit  to  plant  their  allotted  acres 
to  cotton  can  put  those  acres  in  the  soil 
bank.  What  is  going  to  happen  is  that, 
no  matter  if  Louisiana  or  Mississippi  or 
any  other  Southern  State  plants  all  its 
allotted  acres,  or  puts  part  of  them  into 
the  soil  bank,  the  formula  which  has 
been  in  the  law  for  quite  some  time  will 
cause  those  States  to  lose  additional  al¬ 
lotted  acres  in  1957  and  1958,  partly  be¬ 
cause  of  trends  and  partly  because  of 
unusual  conditions  which  caused  Texas 
to  plant  a  million  and  a  half  acres  of 
Wheatland  to  cotton  in  1951. 

I  repeat,  I  am  not  here  criticizing  my 
good  friends  from  New  Mexico  and  Ari¬ 
zona  about  what  has  happened  in  the 
past,  nor  am  I  trying  to  blame  them  be¬ 
cause  some  cotton  farmers  did  not  plant 
all  of  their  allotted  acres  in  the  past. 
As  cotton  plantings  in  the  West  in¬ 
creased,  there  has  been  a  steady  shift¬ 
ing  of  cotton  acreage  allotments  to  the 
West.  That  shifting  of  allotments  oc¬ 
curred  in  1956,  and  it  will  occur  in  1957 
and  1958  if  the  Senate  committee^ 
amendment  is  not  adopted. 

We  have  now  reached  the  situate 
where  cotton  acreage  has  been  reduced 
to  a  minimum.  Additionally,  the  mo  vi¬ 
sions  in  the  bill  creating  a  soy  bank 
will  result  in  every  allotted  aciK  being 
either  planted  or  placed  in  the^oil  bank. 
We  are  freezing  the  national^creage  al¬ 
lotment  at  the  1956  level  ta>prevent  fur¬ 
ther  reductions  being  imposed  on  our 
cotton  farmers.  Undejz  these  condi¬ 
tions,  I  say  it  is  m^ally  wrong  for 
farmers  to  have  to  sWffer  additional  re¬ 
ductions  in  1957  a^  1958  because  of  a 
gadget  in  the  ol^aw,  especially  when 
those  acres  are  being  passed  on  to  a  few 
States  in  the  West. 

The  condi^ns  today  are  far  different 
from  what  mey  were  in  the  past,  and  I 
hope  tha^efore  my  friend  from  New 
Mexico  jiners  his  amendment  he  will 
sleep  o/Iit  overnight  and  see  the  justice 
in  wl^  I  am  pleading  for. 

rHAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  the  trend  has  been 
such  that  there  has  been  less  acreage 
planted  in  the  Southeastern  States  and 
more  acreage  planted  in  the  West,  that 
trend  was  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was  to 
the  advantage  of  somebody  in  the  South¬ 
eastern  area  to  put  the  land  which  was 
used  for  the  growing  of  cotton  into  other 
crops. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  can  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  that  some  years 
ago  the  Commissioner  of  Agriculture 
in  the  State  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Tom  Linder, 
printed  a  story  in  which  he  said  cotton 
ought  to  be  $1  a  pound.  His  idea  was 
that  it  took  that  much  money  to  raise 
cotton.  Well,  it  did  not;  but  there  are 
areas  where  the  raising  of  cotton  is  ex¬ 
pensive,  and  there  are  areas  where  it  is 
raised  more  cheaply. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona,  whose 
State  would  really  be  hurt  by  the  amend¬ 
ment,  should  recognize  that  the  same 
^acreage  would  be  planted  in  1956,  1957, 
id  1958,  which  would  give  his  State  3 
oMhe  5  years,  and  affect  its  acreage  for- 
ev^  and  that  if  his  state  is  tied  to  those  ^ 
acreathere  will  be  no  opportunity  for  tl 
facton^f  growth  to  operate,  and  the 
State  wU^l  be  signing  away  forever/the 
possibilit\of  it. 

Mr.  HAjTOEN.  The  trend  sh^ld  be 
recognized,  Nnd  there  should  iie  some 
provision  in  raae  bill  whereby  /he  trend 
could  continue>as  it  has  in  tj/e  past,  but 
if  temporarily  rtywas  desUed  to  allow 
more  acreage  to  tlW  Soutl)/that  would  be 
a  very  different  pr^poss 

Mr.  ANDERSON,  ^^s. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Be^kuse  the  basic  law 
would  remain  unchanged,  and  those 
areas  where  there  /as  legmmate  demand 
for  increased  ac^age  coulNhave  it  and 
the  law  would ^low  it. 

Mr.  AND^SON.  Mr.  P?l^ident,  I 
should  like  ^continue  this  collol^y  with 
my  able  mend  the  Senator  froto  Ari¬ 
zona,  hv/ 1  understand  the  sug^  bill 
confer ejSe  report  is  ready,  and  I  doSpot 
want  Jtfo  do  more  at  this  time  than  onl^r 
an  amendment,  which  I  ask  to  ha\ 
pru<ted  and  lie  on  the  table. 

’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
mendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record,  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks,  a  statement  which  I  have 
had  prepared  on  the  proposed  adjust¬ 
ment  in  import  quota  of  extralong  sta¬ 
ple  cotton;  also  a  telegram  I  received 
from  John  L.  Augustine,  head  of  the 
Farm  Bureau  of  New  Mexico;  a  telegram 
from  James  F.  Cole,  president.  Dona  Ana 
County  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau;  and 
a  telegram  from  Fred  G.  Sherrill,  of  Los 
Angeles,  Calif. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Statement  on  Proposed  Adjustment  in 

Import  Quota  op  Extra  Long  Staple 
-  Cotton 

1.  EFFECT  OF  ADJUSTMENT 

Section  304  (a)  of  H.  R.  12  would  have  the 
present  95,000  bale  Import  quota  apply,  be¬ 
ginning  February  1,  1957,  to  all  cotton  hav¬ 
ing  a  staple  length  of  IVs  inches  and  longer, 
as  did  the  original  quota  when  it  was  es¬ 


tablished  In  1939.  The  exemption  fo/ 
Peruvian  cotton  (lu/ig  inches  and  longe 
made  in  1940  for  defense  purposes  woul^^o 
longer  apply.  It  is  no  longer  needed  h/ the 
military. 

2.  USE  OF  EXTRA  LONG  STAPLE  COTJftlN 

Either  American-Egyptian  cotto/ or  Egyp¬ 
tian  Kamak  cotton  can  be  us^  satisfac¬ 
torily  for  the  manufacture  of>&ost,  if  not 
all.  products  for  which  Peru^an  Pima  cot¬ 
ton  is  now  being  used  (a^ordlng  to  the 
Chief  of  the  Standards  an^ Testing  Branch, 
Cotton  Division,  Agri^tural  Marketing 
Service,  USDA,  based  onr  limited  data  avail¬ 
able  on  the  subject) ./About  60  percent  of 
the  extra  long  stap^  cotton  consumed  in 
the  United  States  j/  in  thread.  One-fourth 
is  in  woven  fabrlo^  with  the  rest  being  used 
in  laces,  glovesymachlne  ribbons,  knitting 
yarns,  and  mi/Sellaneous  products.  Almost 
90  percent  otAhe  Peruvian  Pima  is  used  for 
woven  fabr/s.  Although  a  smaller  percent¬ 
age  of  th/American-Egyptian  and  Egyptian 
grown  cottons  are  used  for  woven  fabrics, 
the  to^  bales  used  for  that  purpose  exceed 
the  gnantity  of  Peruvian  Pima  cotton  so 
use(/  Mills  which  use  all  types  of  extra  long 
st^le  cotton  report  that  all  types  are  suit- 
ame  for  woven  fabrics.  Mills  using  extra 
rang  staple  cotton  state  that  Peruvian  Pima 
is  not  used  for  thread  because  it  lacks 
smoothness  and  does  not  stand  up  well  in 
the  sewing  operation,  and  that  it  is  too  soft 
and  lacks  strength  for  use  in  machine  rib¬ 
bons.  Its  use  in  woven  fabrics  is  based  on 
the  prestige  built  up  for  fine,  silky  cotton 
fabrics  known  as  “Pima,”  with  resulting 
strong  consumer  acceptance  for  "Pima”  cot¬ 
tons. 

3.  ONE  AND  ELEVEN-SIXTEENTHS  INCHES  NOT 
GROWN  IN  UNITED  STATES 

United  States  farmers  do  not  produce  a 
cotton  which  has  a  staple  length  in/ie  inches 
and  longer.  Lengthening  the  staple  beyond 
1*4  inches  (the  approximate  length  of  most 
extra  long  staple  cotton)  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  improve  the  quality  of  cotton.  Other 
characteristics,  such  as  smoothness,  strength, 
uniformity  of  staple  length  and  maturity 
are  more  important  than  the  extreme  length 
of  staple.  Working  in  cooperation  with 
United  States  cotton  mills  and  cotton  farm¬ 
ers,  USDA  has  developed  satisfactory  extra 
long  staple  cottons  which  have  a  slightly 
shorter  staple  length  than  the  Egyptian 
iy2  inches.  By  so  doing,  they  have  increased 
yields  per  acre  sharply  and  have  maintained 
or  improved  upon  other  desirable  character¬ 
istics. 

l.  ONLY  COTTON  NOT  LIMITED  BY  IMPORT  QUOTA 

Vcotton  having  a  staple  length  of 
Iimhes  and  longer  is  the  only  raw  cotton  not 
sublet  to  import  restrictions.  It  is  directly 
comp^ltlve  with  American  and  Egyptian 
growiiNextra  long  staple  cotton.  Compared 
to  the  ^0  to  1,000  bales  being  imported  in 
1940  at  ^e  time  import  controls  thereon 
were  suspeMed,  imports  have  been  increas¬ 
ing  sharply\havlng  reached  an  estimated 
16,000  bales  l^t  year.  This  compares  with 
7,000  in  1951,  ^,000  in  1952,  12,000  in  1953 
and  14,000  in  1934.  Aided  by  a  World  Bank 
loan  (31  percent  ^  the  capital  contributed 
by  the  United  St^s),  Peru  is  developing 
irrigation  facilities  ^  an  estimated  60,000 
additional  acres  to  ufe  devoted  to  cotton. 
Without  quotas,  there^s  on  limit  to  the 
quantity  of  United  State\  cotton  which  can 
be  displaced  by  Peruvia^  From  1950  to 
1954,  production  of  United  S^tes  extra  long 
staple  cotton  varied  from  4o^00  to  93,000 
bales.  The  marketing  quota  the  1956 
crop  is  35,000  bales.  The  quota-^e  imports 
of  Peruvian  cotton  last  year  nmresented 
about  40  percent  of  the  United  Si^es  pro¬ 
duction. 

s.  EFFECT  OF  SECTION  304  (a)  ON  IMPORTS  OF 
PERUVIAN  COTTON 

Section  304  (a)  will  not  prevent  or  s' 
Imports  of  cotton  having  a  staple  length 
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111/16  Inches  and  longer  (Peruvian  cotton). 
The  efifect  would  be  to  require  that  such  Im¬ 
ports  displace  Egyptian  cotton  rather  than 
United  States-grown  cotton.  Any  additional 
expense  incurred  by  importers  of  Peruvian 
cotton  as  a  result  of  section  304  (a)  would 
be  offset  by  the  present  tariff  advantage  of 
1%  cents  per  pound  which  this  cotton  has 
over  other  Imported  extra  long  staple  cotton. 
The  objection  to  section  304  (a)  is  believed 
to  be  based  upon  the  5  cents  to  10  cents 
price  advantage  which  Peruvian  cotton  en¬ 
joys  over  Egyptian-  and  American-grown 
cotton. 

6.  TIMING  OP  IMPOETS 

The  present  quota  opens  on  February  1. 
This  is  timed  to  fit  the  Egyptian  harvest. 
The  Peruvian  crop  is  harvested  about  6 
months  later.  If,  at  the  time  the  Peruvian 
cotton  was  ready  for  shipment  to  the  United 
States  the  global  quota  had  been  filled  by 
imports  of  Egyptian  cotton,  importers  of 
Peruvian  would  be  placed  at  a  disadvantage. 
They  would  either  have  to  buy  6  months 
further  ahead,  or  some  adjustment  in  the 
quota  should  be  made.  If  the  attached  lan¬ 
guage  were  added  to  section  304  (a),  this 
problem  would  be  adequately  dealt  with. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  May  16,  1956. 
Senator  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.; 

We  understand  Eastland  amendment  to 
new  farm  bill  to  come  before  Senate  May  7. 
Would  appreciate  your  doing  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  push  provision  directing  Agriculture 
Secretary  to  sell  cotton  at  competitive  world 
prices.  Check  provision  pertaining  to  in¬ 
creased  cotton  allotments,  1957-58,  to  see  if 
western  areas  fairly  treated.  Understand 
State  Department  attempting  to  delete  long 
staple  amendment.  Don’t  let  them  get  away  < 
with  this.  It’s  time  to  help  our  own  peopl^ 
Instead  of  everyone  else  in  the  world.  / 
John  L.  Augustine/ 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  May  16, 19x, 
Senator  Clinton  P.  Anderson,  / 

Senate  Office  Building,  / 

Washington,  D.  C.:  / 

First,  we  favor  the  Eastland  arnjftidment 
to  make  cotton  sales  for  export,  ycompeti- 
tive  offering  of  cotton  above  the  jforld  mar¬ 
ket  price  is  a  signal  to  forelgnArowers  to 
plant  more  cotton.  Surpluses  mjlst  be  moved 
in  the  interest  of  farm  econorny  at  competi¬ 
tive  prices.  We  feel  that  duy  to  the  influ¬ 
ences  of  the  State  Departrnfent  that  legis¬ 
lation  directing  rather  thanf  permitting  this 
action  is  necessary.  Seconfi,  we  oppose  any 
provision  in  the  law  w/ich  allocates  in¬ 
creases  in  cotton  allotment  equally  on  a 
percentage  basis.  Thy  5-year  provision  is 
a  basic  part  of  the  ^w  which  recognizes 
the  trend  in  cotton  /reduction.  Efforts  to 
defeat  this  will  depr/e  New  Mexico  of  a  his¬ 
toric  legal  right  to  ^reage  increases.  Third, 
we  are  reliably  inarmed  that  the  State  De¬ 
partment  has  ccmtacted  Senator  H.  Alex¬ 
ander  Smith  redhrding  the  removal  of  the 
provisions  whioh  were  in  the  earlier  farm 
bill  regarding  /xtra  long  staple  cotton.  The 
provisions  coj/cernlng  global  quotas  and  di¬ 
recting  the  Secretary  to  dispose  of  surplus 
of  extra  lo^  staple  are  essential  to  the  sur¬ 
vival  of  arf  Industry  which  has  gone  all  out 
to  try  to  bfelp  itself. 

/  James  F.  Cole, 

Resident,  Dona  Ana  County  Farm 
t  and  Livestock  Bureau. 

/  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  May  15,  1956. 
Sem tor  Clinton  Anderson, 

/  Senate  Office  Building, 
i  Washington,  D.  C.: 

/  Another  amendment  to  the  farm  bill  H.  R. 
/10875  has  come  to  my  attention  which  (a) 
freezes  the  national  cotton  allotment  for 
1957  and  1958  so  that  it  will  be  the  same 


as  for  1956,  and  (b)  provides  that  each  Stjke 
allotment  for  1957  and  1968  shall  be  the 
as  for  1956.  Under  present  circumsi^ces 
I  would  say  that  the  national  allotm^t  is 
amply  large  and  I  would  not  oppose  tt^t  pro¬ 
vision.  I  cannot  see,  however,  whj^ihe  re¬ 
sult  of  trends  in  acreage  which  reflet  essen¬ 
tially  sound  economic  productloyof  desir¬ 
able  qualities  should  be  suspen/ed  during 
this  period.  This  is  the  provwion  in  the 
present  act  which  distributes  /he  national 
allotment  to  the  States  on  tlm  5-year  aver¬ 
age  rule.  If  this  is  suspend^  as  item  (b) 
above  seeks  to  do,  Callfornlaf  will  fall  to  get 
some  thirty-odd-thousand/ acres  which  it 
should  have,  Arizona  wilyfail  to  get  some 
20,000  acres  which  it  shemld  have,  and  New 
Mexico  will  fall  to  get  some  5,000  acres  which 
it  should  have.  Inasimich  as  the  national 
allotment  remains  uimisturbed  it  naturally 
follows  that  sections  Zf  the  country  produc¬ 
ing  less  desirable  qualities  than  we  produce 
here  will  be  plantmg  our  acreage  and  pro¬ 
ducing  more  of  tlmse  less  desirable  qualities 
while  we  producer  less  of  the  more  desirable 
qualities.  Pleay  do  what  you  can  to  let 
the  present  law  determine  how  the  frozen 
national  allcmnent  shall  be  distributed. 
Thanks  and  Zest  wishes. 

/  Fred  G.  Sherrill. 

Mr.  A^^ERSON.  Mr.  President,  in 
closing,  y  point  out  that  when  the  senior 
Senatojrfrom  Louisiana  asked  that  addi¬ 
tional /otton  be  given  to  the  small  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  southeastern  section  of  the 
cou^ry,  it  was  done  on  the  basis  that  no 
pla/ting  history  should  be  obtained.  I 
si^gest  that  he  might  bear  that  in  mind 
inr  connection  with  this  question. 


EXTENSION  OP  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OP 
1948— CONPERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Virginia  is 
ready  to  present  the  conference  report  on 
the  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
which  is  a  privileged  matter.  In  the 
meantime,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7030)  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read,  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(Por  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  yesterday.) 

The  PRESIDING  OPPICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  in  the  case 
of  the  conference  report  on  the  sugar 
bill,  H.  R.  7030,  which  would  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 1  am  happy 
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to  announce  a  unanimous  agreement, 
after  a  considerable  period  of  time,  on 
the  part  of  House  and  Senate  conferees 
on  this  bill.  There  were  no  dissenters 
on  the  final  version,  and  the  Senate 
amendments  were  generally  accepted. 

I  am  also  glad  to  state  that  a  few 
minutes  ago  the  conference  report  was 
unanimously  agreed  to  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

The  House  accepted  all  of  a  number 
of  perfecting  and  technical  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  the  Senate  and,  in  large 
part,  the  more  important  amendments 
were  adopted  in  full  or  compromised 
satisfactorily. 

There  were  three  important  points  of 
difference  between  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  bill.  On  one  other  point 
the  difference  was  not  so  great.  Those 
points  of  difference  were: 

Pirst.  The  length  of  the  extension  of 
the  Sugar  Act.  The  House  version  of 
the  bill  was  for  4  years;  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  was  6  years.  The  Senate  conferees 
receded  on  this  point,  and  agreed  on  a 
4-year  extension.  It  was  uanimously 
agreed  however,  that  the  next  extension 
should  be  taken  up  in  1959  to  avoid  the 
necessity  for  any  hasty  action  during 
the  last  year  of  the  present  extension, 
and  so  that  farmers  and  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  can  make  their  plans  in  advance 
of  planting  seasons. 

Second.  The  proportion  of  increased 
demand  allocated  to  foreign  and  to  do-, 
jpestic  producers.  The  House  voted  a 
50-50  split.  The  Senate  felt  that  be 
cause  domestic  producers  had  not  been 
able  to  share  in  increased  demand  for 
a  number  of  years,  the  division  should 
be  55  percent  of  the  increase  to  domes¬ 
tic  producers  and  45  percent  to  foreign 
producers. 

The  House  conferees  receded  on  this 
point,  and  the  formula  of  55-45  was 
adopted. 

Third.  The  division  of  increased  do¬ 
mestic  demand  allocated  to  foreign  areas 
among  the  various  participating  coun¬ 
tries  took  considerable  compromising. 
The  conferees  decided  that  the  element 
of  greatest  importance  to  a  foreign 
coimti-y  producing  sugar  was  the  amount 
in  total  that  could  be  exported  to  the 
United  States.  Therefore,  total  United 
States  requirements  over  the  4  years 
of  the  extension  and  the  total  share 
in  those  requirements  by  each  country 
constituted  the  base  from  which  we 
worked. 

Por  example,  under  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  Cuba  would  have  sup¬ 
plied  92.4  percent  of  the  total  amount 
of  sugar  allocated  to  the  full-duty 
countries  plus  Cuba.  The  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  would  have  granted  to  Cuba  94.4 
percent.  The  compromise  decided  upon 
by  the  conferees  gives  93.75  percent  to 
Cuba.  The  compromise  gives  Mexico 
1.2  percent,  Peru  2.3  percent,  Dominican 
Republic  1.75  percent,  and  all  other 
countries  1.0  percent. 

I  undei-stand  that  the  administration 
will  accept  these  percentages. 

Pourth.  Both  the  House  version  and 
the  Senate  version  of  the  bill  carried 
formulas  for  the  allocation  of  the  first 
188,000  tons  of  increased  demand  among 
domestic  producing  areas.  Although  the 
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formulas  were  different,  there  was  not 
a  great  deal  of  difference  in  the  expected 
results.  The  House  conferees  receded, 
and  accepted  the  Senate  formula. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  accept  the  bill 
as  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees.  On 
the  major  points  of  difference,  the  House 
conferees  receded  on  2,  the  Senate 
conferees  receded  on  1,  and  1  was  com¬ 
promised  satisfactorily.  Although  it 
would  have  been  impossible  to  arrive  at 
a  solution  of  this  great  sugar  problem 
which  would  make  everyone  happy,  we 
feel  that  we  have  at  least  divided  the 
unhappiness  fairly  equally. 

I  urge  acceptance  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  should  like  to  make 
an  observation:  With  respect  to  the 
foreign  share  of  sugar,  the  amount  in 
disagreement  was  equal  only  to  2  pounds 
in  100.  In  other  words,  if  we  set  up  as 
a  symbol  a  100-pound  sack  of  sugar,  to 
represent  all  the  sugar  which  would  come 
in  from  foreign  producers,  there  was  in 
disagreement  only  2  pounds  in  100;  and 
by  the  compromise  we  finally  saved  for 
Cuba  all  but  two-thirds  of  1  pound. 
So  by  the  compromise,  Cuba  lost  only 
two -thirds  of  1  pound  out  of  100  pounds; 
and  the  compromise  agreement  is  two- 
thirds  in  line  with  the  position  taken  by 
the  Senate,  and  only  one-third  in  line 
with  the  position  taken  by  the  House. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  take  this 
occasion  to  thank  my  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  from  the  bottom 
of  my  heart  for  having  brought  the  sugar 
bill  to  a  conclusion,  particularly  when 
he  was  able  to  maintain  the  Senate’s 
version  of  the  bill  in  respect  to  the  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  increased  amount  of  sugar 
which  is  consumed  in  the  United  States 
because  of  the  increase  in  our  population. 
As  he  has  stated  correctly,  the  Senate 
conferees  fought  for  55  percent  of  the 
amount  of  that  growth;  and  I  am  glad 
that  is  provided  for  in  the  conference 
report. 

Again  I  wish  to  compliment  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Virginia,  and 
also  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  and  all  other  Sen¬ 
ators  who  participated  in  the  conference. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  express  my  very  real  gratitude  and  my 
warm  compliments  to  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  and  the  other  Senate  conferees, 
and  to  say  that  I  think  this  is  a  good  bill. 
As  I  understand,  it  stabilizes  the  matter 
of  sharing  on  a  55-45  basis  in  the  con¬ 
tinuing  market;  and  in  the  case  of  the 
increase  after  January  1,  1956,  above  8,- 
350,000  tons,  it  divides  it  on  the  basis  of 
the  same  ratio — namely,  55  percent  to 
domestic  producers,  and  45  percent  to 
foreign  producers. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  is  correct. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  which  I  certainly 
congratulate  the  conferees.  Speaking 
for  the  sugar  industry  of  my  State,  which 
does  not  always  have  easy  sledding,  and 
will  not  have  under  this  bill,  this  ar¬ 
rangement  will  certainly  stabilize  the 
situation  I'emarkably  well,  and  will  en¬ 
able  sugar  producers  to  get  rid  of  the 
stored  up  surplus,  created  not  by  added 
acres,  but  by  added  efficiency  and  in¬ 
creased  production  in  recent  years.  The 
bill  will  allow  the  sugar  producers  to  get 
rid  of  a  surplus  which  now  occupies  two 
very  large  warehouses.  I  think  that  can 
be  accomplished  in  a  period  of  about  3 
years. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  How  does  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  treat  cane  sugar  as  compared 
with  beet  sugar? 

Mr.  BENNKTT.  Mr.  President,  If  I 
may  answer  that  question.  The  division 
as  between  the  mainland  cane  producers 
and  the  domestic  beet  producers  was 
written  into  the  bill  in  accordance  with 
an  agreement  between  the  two  industries. 
With  respect  to  the  first  165,000  tons, 
they  will  be  shared  on  the  basis  of  51  y2 
percent  to  beets  and  48^/2  percent  to 
cane.  Thereafter  they  will  return  to 
their  original  relationship,  which  will  be 
based  upon  the  difference  between, 
roughly,  1,880,000  tons  and  582,000  tons, 
or  something  of  that  kind.  But  we  es¬ 
tablished  a  comparatively  even  relation¬ 
ship  for  the  first  165,000  tons.  There¬ 
after  it  reverts  to  the  longtime  relation¬ 
ship  which  existed  under  all  previous 
legislation. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  chairman  of  the  Finance  Committee 
and  other  members  of  the  committee  for 
the  fine  work  they  did  in  connection  with 
the  conference  report. 

Let  me  say  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  that 
his  State  is  not  the  only  one  which  has 
been  experiencing  some  diflQculty  so  far 
as  sugar  is  concerned.  We  in  the  sugar 
beet  area  have  also  been  in  considerable 
difficulty. 

I  am  very  much  pleased  with  the 
provisions  to  which  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  has 
just  referred.  As  I  understand  the  situ¬ 
ation,  the  first  165,000  tons  over  and 
above  the  base  of  8,350,000  tons  will  go 
to  the  domestic  producers,  5iy2  percent 
to  beet  sugar,  and  48 1/2  percent  to  cane 
sugar  producers. 

Mr.  Bennett,  it  is  not  quite  that 
way.  It  is  the  first  165,000  tons  pro¬ 
duced,  over  the  base  of  55  percent. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  understand.  That 
is  the  amount  which  is  allocated  to  this 
country. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  correct. 

Ml-.  BARRETT.  The  point  which 
pleases  me  very  much  is  that,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  the  estimate  for  this  year  is 
in  excess  of  165,000  tons  increase,  and 
consequently,  the  domestic  producers 
will  receive  some  benefit  immediately 
from  this  legislation.  So  I  am  especially 
pleased  about  that  particular  provision 


in  the  conference  report.  Again  I  com¬ 
mend  our  conferees  for  their  fine  work. 
I  think  this  is  an  excellent  bill.  The 
division,  on  the  historic  basis  of  55  to 
45,  has  now  been  reaffirmed,  and  we  are 
now  in  such  a  position  that  we  can  look 
forward  to  some  measure  of  prosperity 
in  the  sugar  beet  and  sugar-cane  indus¬ 
tries. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD,  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  reason  for  mak¬ 
ing  a  distinction  in  favor  of  cane  sugar 
in  the  first  year’s  distribution  of  the 
surplus  was  the  fact  that  the  cane  sugar 
producers  have  on  hand  a  much  greater 
surplus,  proportionately? 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  As  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  I  have  been  asked  by  our 
Filipino  friends  why,  as  they  claim,  they 
were  discriminated  against  by  being 
omitted  entirely  from  participation  in 
any  increase  in  sugar  consumption.  I 
should  like  to  have  that  explained  for 
the  Record,  so  that  I  may  properly  ad¬ 
vise  my  Filipino  friends. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator’s  Filipino  friends  have  been  told 
repeatedly  that  their  participation  in 
the  American  sugar  market  is  on  the 
basis  of  a  treaty.  The  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee  has  no  authority  to  open  up  existing 
treaties.  Members  of  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  have  never  felt  that  the  Filipino 
share  could  be  considered  by  them.  If 
the  State  Department  wishes  to  increase 
the  allotment  of  sugar  to  the  Philippines, 
it  should  be  prepared  to  open  up  the 
general  Philippine  treaty  and  handle  it 
through  the  regular  channels,  which  in¬ 
cludes  handling  it  through  the  Senator’s 
committee. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  Then  is  it 
fair  to  say  that  there  was  no  intention 
on  the  part  of  members  of  the  conference 
committee  from  either  the  House  or  the 
Senate  in  any  way  to  discriminate 
against  our  Filipino  friends? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  will  yield  to 
me,  the  Philippines  have  a  treaty,  and 
that  treaty  governs  sugar  shipments  into 
this  country  and  the  quotas.  Under  the 
treaty  the  Filipinos  have  preferential 
treatment,  which  will  extend,  as  I  recall, 
until  1970.  We  were  clearly  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  there  was  no  discrimination 
against  the  Philippines.  They  already 
have  an  advantage. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey.  I  wished 
to  make  it  clear  for  the  record  that  there 
was  no  intentional  discrimination. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  None  whatever. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  for  the  very  able  work 
he  did  on  the  sugar  bill  in  conference. 

I  wish  also  to  congratulate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  who  did 
so  much  active  work  in  bringing  about 
the  55-45  division,  which  is  traditional, 
and  which  is  an  improvement  over  the 
present  situation.  It  gives  better  recog¬ 
nition  to  the  home  production  of  sugar. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  a^eed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  U^ERNAL  REVE¬ 
NUE  CODE  OF  1939NREIiATING  TO 

PATENT  RIGHTS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFIcilR  laid  bef  oi‘e 
the  Senate  a  message  from  oae  House  of 
Representatives  announcings,  its  dis¬ 
agreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6143)  t\amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  re39  to 
provide  that  for  taxable  years  begiMing 
after  May  31,  1950,  certain  amount^e- 
ceived  in  consideration  of  the  tran^r 
of  patent  rights  shall  be  considered  capV 
tal  gain  regardless  of  the  basis  upoi 
which  such  amounts  are  paid,  and  re¬ 
questing  a  conference  with  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  agree  to  the  request  of  the  House 
for  a  conference,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to:  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd, 
Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Frear,  Mr.  Millekin,  and 
Mr.  Martin  of  Pennsylvania  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1956 
The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  10875)  to  enact  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  some  very  brief  remarks 
today  on  the  feed-grain  provisions  of  the 
pending  agricultural  bill ;  and  tomorrow, 
when  we  consider  the  bill  and  its  amend¬ 
ments,  I  shall  discuss  further  the  feed- 
grain  amendments  and  other  provisions 
of  the  bill. 

Last  fall  the  price  of  hogs  dropped  to 
$9  or  $10  a  hundred  pounds,  and  the  corn 
price  dropped  to  95  cents  or  a  dollar  a 
bushel,  in  most  Midwest  areas.  Always 
when  corn  and  other  feed  grain  prices 
drop,  hog  prices  and  cattle  prices  sooner 
or  later  follow.  They  usually  follow 
shortly  afterward.  / 

Taking  recognition  of  the  fact  that  VW 
feed  grain  prices,  particularly  low  /om 
prices,  mean  continued  low  pric^  for 
hogs  and  cattle.  Secretary  Berwron  not 
long  ago  established  a  supportyprice  for 
corn  in  the  commercial  area/ftt  $1.50  a 
bushel,  and  another,  new  pi^e  support, 
which  we  have  never  had  ^ore,  of  $1.25 


amazing.  They  are  almost  in  complete 
contradiction  to  what  Secretary  Benson 
did  only  a  short  time  ago  in  establishing 
these  higher  price  support  levels  for  corn. 

I  should  like  to  quote  from  the  minor¬ 
ity  views  as  published  in  the  report  of 
the  committee: 

2.  Prices  of  feed  livestock  would  be  re¬ 
duced. 

That  is,  if  the  feed  grain  provision  in 
the  bill  prevailed. 

In  deciding  how  much  they  can  pay  for 
feeder  cattle.  Grain  Belt  men  figure  the 
probable  price  of  the  finished  animal  and 
deduct  the  cost  of  feed.  The  higher  the 
price  of  feed  In  the  Grain  Belt,  the  lower 
the  price  of  feeder  cattle  on  the  western 
range. 

Mr.  President,  no  responsible  cattle¬ 
men  or  hogmen  would  agree  with  that 
josition.  All  of  them  know  that  con¬ 
tinued  low  prices  for  feed  grains  and 
abundant  supplies  mean  that  farmers 
wilk  translate  those  cheap  grains  into 
mor^nd  more  production  and  surpiuses 
of  ho^  and  more  and  more  production 
and  surpluses  of  beef. 

I  should  like  to  say  that,  with  respec 
to  the  avwage  farmer  in  the  Midwe 
particularljndn  Iowa,  the  price  he ^ets 
for  hogs  repi\(sents  the  price  he  g^  for 
his  corn,  because  he  puts  practioally  all 
of  that  corn  he \roduces  on  Vcyt  market 
through  hogs  or  Imttle.  If  ^ere  is  an 
abundance  of  che^feed  grain,  and  ex¬ 
cessive  feeding  ancKexc^ive  supplies, 
down  goes  the  price  i^y«ogs  and  down 


goes  the  price  of  most  everything  that 
that  farmer  has  to  sell. 

I  should  like  to  place  in  the  Rec 
figures  which  I  obtained  from  they 
partment  of  Agriculture  only  yes^day. 
They  gave  the  average  price  n  feed 
grains  for  the  past  10  years;  tl^  is,  for 
oats,  barley,  sorghums,  andycorn.  It 
also  shows  the  price  of  feedgr  cattle  and 
other  cattle. 

It  will  be  noted  from  Jfhis  table  that 
the  price  of  feeder  cat^  and  the  price 
of  hogs  follow  almosy^xactly  the  price 
of  feed  grains,  such  jrs  corn,  wheat,  oats, 
and  others. 

It  is  true  tha^ff  feed  grains  remain 
cheap  this  fall,  inany  cattle  feeders  may 
buy  more  came  than  they  ordinarily 
would,  hoping  that  they  can  feed  the 
cheap  grain'^to  their  cattle;  and  even  if 
the  cattl^rices  do  not  go  up  very  much, 
at  leas^They  will  not  lose  very  much 
mone^ 

Ti^t  is  what  happened  to  a  large  ex- 
ter^last  fall.  Feed  grain  prices  were 
’c^ap,  and  cattle  feeders  paid  a  little 
lore  than  they  ordinarily  would,  be¬ 
lieving  that  with  the  very  cheap  grain 
they  would  still  make  a  little  profit.  I 
believe  that  most  of  them  will  be  mis¬ 
taken.  They  will  not  make  any  money, 
some  may  lose  even  with  present  grain 
prices. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  foilows: 


Year 

/ 

Oats  (i/ 
bu.shul) 

K\ 

Barley  (pc\ 
bushel) 

Com  (per 
k  bushel) 

Grain  sorghums, 
soybeans 

Beef  cattle 
(per 

hundred¬ 
weight)  ‘ 

Stockers 
and  feeders 
cost  at 
Kansas 
City 

Stockers 
and  feeders 
average 
cost  of 

4  markets 

Per 

hundred¬ 

weight 

Per  bushel 

mfi . 

'  $0,805. 

$1.38 

M,53 

$2. 48 

$2.56 

$14.  .50 

$15.87 

$15.80 

1947 . / 

1.04 

1.73 

AJ6 

3.27 

3.34 

18. 40 

20. 81 

20.36 

1948 . 

.717 

1. 16 

l.% 

2.29 

2.27 

22.20 

25.54 

25.23 

1949.. ...yC... 

.6.55 

1.06 

).2lV 

2.00 

2. 17 

19.80 

21.34 

*21.21 

1950....^ _ 

.788 

1.19 

1.52^ 

k  1.88 

2.  47 

23.  .30 

26.  67 

*26.90 

195!.-/?- . 

.820 

1.26 

1.66 

\  2.36 

2.73 

28.70 

32.63 

*  32. 85 

IQ.W.Z . 

.788 

i.:« 

1.51 

\  2.80 

2. 72 

24.30 

25.  56 

*  25.  76 

195^^ . 

.74.8 

1. 17 

1.48 

\  2. 36 

2.73 

16.30 

17.35 

*  17. 13 

KIM . 

.713 

1.09 

1.42 

\  2. 25 

2.46 

16.00 

18.  97 

»  18.64 

l0My. . 

.596 

.928 

1.31 

V.78 

2.20 

15.60 

18.60 

<  18.  25 

4i)r.  15, 1956.. 

.623 

.949 

1.32 

V93 

2.63 

15.00 

•  17.  31 

<  «  17. 02 

1  National  average  price  received  by  farmers  for  ail  beef  cattle\ 
’  .I  markets. 

>  8  markets. 

'  10  markets. 

‘  Week  ending  Apr.  2C. 


Mr.  Young.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
also  had  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
prepare  some  figures  on  the  price  of 
hogs,  from  1930  to  1940 — I  left  out  the 


a  bushel,  to  noncompliers  /^r  those  farm-  years— and  from  1946  to  1955 


ers  who  fail  to  comply  vnth  any  acreage 
allotments.  In  addittfo  to  that,  he  es¬ 
tablished  at  least  twonnore  price-support 
levels  in  the  nonc^mercial  area. 

The  whole  obj^t,  as  I  understand  it, 
of  this  action  was  to  prevent  more  free 
corn  from  goi^  on  the  cash  markets  in 
the  fall,  anc^hus  depress  the  cash  price 
of  corn.  / 

I  say  a^in  that  he  felt,  and  rightly  so 
that  loytorn  prices  mean  low  hog  prices 
and  1^  cattle  prices. 

minority  views  of  the  Committee 
oyAgriculture  and  Forestry,  are  rather 


Again  it  appears  from  these  figures  that 
the  price  of  hogs  followed  almost  exactly 
the  price  of  corn.  For  example,  when 
corn  prices  went  down,  hog  prices  went 
down. 

Again,  Mr.  President,  that  is  almost 
in  exact  contradiction  to  the  minority 
views  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  and  it  is  almost  in  exact 
contradiction  to  what  some  Members  of 
the  Senate  are  trying  to  accomplish,  that 
of  trying  to  continue  the  cheap  grain 
prices. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  impossible  to  have 
two  things  at  the  same  time;  it  is  impos¬ 


sible  to  ritve  cheap  feed-grain  prices  and 
still  have\cood  cattle  prices  and  good 
hog  prices.\That  is  impossible. 

Perhaps  toV  dairy  farmer  in  the  East, 
who  sells  practically  all  of  his  milk  in 
the  large  citieA  under  milk  marketing 
orders  at  90  peiVent  to  100  percent  of 
parity,  and  has  w-percent  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  practicallV  all  the  rest  of  his 
dairy  products,  such  aS^utter  and  cheese, 
that  is  an  excellent  obal.  However,  to 
any  farmer  living  in  tMe  Midwest  who 
produces  hogs,  or  cattle,  ok  grain,  this  is 
a  wrong  philosophy  entir^.  We  will 
never  solve  our  hog-  and  \^ttle -price 
problem  and  our  grain-pricXproblem, 
and  the  problem  of  the  average^armer, 
so  long  as  we  continue  the  p^cy  of 
cheap  feed  grains. 
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ivings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corpoi 
tiVi.  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1^56 
will  substantially  benefit  all  of  t^m. 
I  u\ge  the  Congress  to  allow  the  reor- 
ganreation  plan  to  become  effectiv/. 

Th\  White  House,  May  17,  1950. 


PROCI 


>INGS  HAD  DURI 
RECESS 


THE 


Mr.  MqCORMACK.  Mr.  Hpeaker,  I 
move  the  woceedings  had  dming  the  re¬ 
cess  of  the  House  be  printe^ in  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  \  f 

The  motion  was  agreed /o. 


FEDERAL 


9IATE  CREDIT 


5ANI 


Mr.  TRIMBLE\fr^  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  reporteo/he  following  priv¬ 
ileged  resolution  (M  Res.  508,  Rept.  No. 
2175) ,  which  was  i^erred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  or^rM  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  otoii  \he  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shalybe  inVrder  to  move  that 
the  House  resolvy  itself  i»to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  \the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  censideratiomof  the  bill  (H.  R. 
10285)  to  merre  production  credit  corpora¬ 
tions  in  Pede^l  intermediate  credit  banks; 
to  provide  Jor  retirement  of  Government 
capital  in  FMeral  intermediata  credit  banks; 
to  provide/ for  supervision  oiE  production 
credit  asscfeiatlons;  and  for  otlKr  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall^e  confined 
to  the  bul,  and  shall  continue  no\  to  exceed 
2  hours/to  be  equally  divided  and  Vontrolled 
by  the  /hairman  and  ranking  minoAty  mem¬ 
ber  oy  the  Committee  on  AgriculiMre,  the 
bill  stall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  Vf  the 
corikideration  of  the  bill  for  amenoment, 
thy  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  thV  bill 
tofthe  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
ave  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  qAes- 
^on  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  ftoe 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
'without  intervening  motion  except  one  me 
tion  to  recommit. 
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EXTENSION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OP  1948 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  May  16, 
1956.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  any  Members 
desiring  to  do  so  may  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
that  all  others  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  extend  their  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as  I 
know  there  is  no  opposition  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.  R.  7030  to  extend 


the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  I  think  the  bill 
agreed  upon  in  conference  is  an  improve¬ 
ment  on  both  the  House  and  Senate  bills. 

As  agreed  on  in  conference  the  bill 
gives  domestic  producers  55  percent  of 
the  increase  in  consumption  and  foreign 
producers  45  percent,  thus  restoring  the 
traditional  division  which  existed  for  a 
number  of  years  prior  to  the  act  of  1948. 

Domestic  producers  at  present,  both 
cane  and  beet,  are  ready  and  anxious  to 
increase  their  production.  Certainly 
foreign  countries  cannot  object  to  going 
back  to  the  provisions  which  began  with 
the  original  Jones-Costigan  Act  and 
which  continued  until  1948  at  which  time 
domestic  producers  expressed  their  tem¬ 
porary  willingness  to  accept  a  fixed  quota 
in  lieu  of  the  original  formula.  The 
willingness  of  domestic  producers  to  ac¬ 
cept  a  fixed  quota  at  that  time  was  due 
in  part  to  our  inability  to  meet  the  pro¬ 
duction  required  under  the  previous  for¬ 
mula  and  partly  because  it  was  felt  that 
foreign  areas,  particularly  Cuba,  should 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  adjust  their 
wartime  production  to  postwar  levels 
without  too  much  of  a  strain  on  their 
economy. 

While  there  have  been  wide  differences 
of  opinion  as  to  the  basis  on  which  the 
45  percent  of  the  increase  going  to  for¬ 
eign  producers  should  be  allocated,  I 
believe  that  the  provision^  as  worked  out 
by  the  conference  committee  are  as  fair 
as  can  be  devised  and  should  be  gener¬ 
ally  satisfactory  to  our  foreign  suppliers. 

I  therefore  heartily  favor  the  bill  as 
set  out  in  the  conference  report  and 
hope  that  it  will  be  accepted  by  both  the 
House  and  Senate  without  opposition. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
answers  that  have  been  given  to  the 
questions  I  have  addressed  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  indicate 
that  under  this  conference  bill,  now  be¬ 
fore  the  House,  Mexico  will  receive  an 
increased  allotment  of  sugar  that  may 
be  exported  into  this  country.  The 
amount  that  it  is  entitled  to  export  un¬ 
der  present  law  is  so  small  that  it  can 
hardly  be  considered  as  worthwhile 
when  we  consider  the  importance  of 
Mexico  in  its  relationship  to  our  own 
country.  And,  while  I  am  gratified  .that 
there  has  been  an  increase  in  Mexico’s 
allotment  above  that  which  is  now  al¬ 
lowed,  yet,  even  with  this  increase  it  is, 
in  my  opinion,  much  too  low.  I  am 
strongly  of  the  opinion  that  we  have 
been  very  derelict  in  our  treatment  of 
Mexico  in  this  matter  of  sugar  allotment 
and  also  in  many ,  other  matters  that 
pertain  to  the  welfare  of  Mexico,  and, 
all  of  which  could  have  been  to  our 
mutual  benefit. 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  highly  important 
that  we  should  recognize  that  Mexico 
has  been,  and  now  is,  an  ally  of  the 
United  States.  We  should  treat  it  as 
such  whenever  and  in  whatever  way  is 
within  our  power.  I  do  not  mean  to 
infer  that  it  is  not  our  duty  to  maintain 
friendly  and  h'elpful  relations  with  the 
other  nations  in  this  matter  of  sugar 
as  well  as  in  other  matters.  But,  in  no 
instance  is  there  a  greater  obligation, 
nor,  in  my  opinion,  as  great  an  obliga¬ 
tion,  as  we  owe  to  Mexico.  There  are 
many  elements  that  upon  consideration 


would  certainly  justify  this  statement. 
For  instance,  and,  by  way  of  illustra¬ 
tion,  it  would  be  highly  appropriate  if 
serious  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  following: 

First.  Mexico  is  the  only  country  that 
can  deliver  sugar  to  the  United  States 
overland,  an  inestimable  advantage  for 
United  States  consumers,  especially  in 
times  of  emergency. 

Second.  During  World  War  II  the 
United  States  strictly  rationed  its  sugar 
consumption.  If  Mexico  is  granted  an 
appropriate  United  States  quota,  it  will 
be  able  to  contribute  to  the  relief  of 
any  future  emergency  to  the  benefit  of 
United  States  consumers. 

Third.  Mexico  is  the  most  secure 
source  of  sugar  for  the  United  States. 
During  World  War  II,  sea  lanes  were 
frequently  cut  off  even  from  countries 
as  close  as  Cuba. 

Fourth.  Fi’om  fourth  place  in  1954, 
Mexico  today  has  advanced  to  third 
place  among  the  countries  of  the  world 
as  a  buyer  of  United  States  products. 
In  this  respect  Cuba  occupies  8th  place, 
Peru,  24th:  and  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic,  40th.  "These  are  the  Latin  American 
countries  whose  United  States  quotas 
are  greatly  in  excess  of  Mexico’s. 

Fifth.  Mexico’s  1954  purchases  in  the 
United  States  amounted  to  $630  million. 
This  total  exceeded  Cuba’s  by  $200  mil¬ 
lion;  it  also  exceeded  the  combined 
totals  of  Cuba,  Peru,  and  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  by  $50  million. 

Sixth.  While  Mexico  purchased  $630 
million  worth  of  United  States  products 
in  1954,  the  United  States  bought  only 
$330  million  worth  of  Mexican  products. 
In  other  words,  for  each  dollar  the 
United  States  spent  in  Mexico,  Mexico 
spent  almost  $2  in  the  United  States. 
Mexico’s  unfavorable  balance  of  trade 
with  the  United  States  is  10  times 
greater  than  the  combined  balances  of 
Cuba,  Peru,  and  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic. 

Seventh.  Mexico,  the  third  largest 
purchaser  of  United  States  products  in 
the  entire  world,  and  the  first  in  all  of 
Latin  America,  is  buying  $1.60  worth  of 
United  States  products  for  each  $1 
worth  of  Mexican  products  bought  by 
the  United  States.  Furthermore,  Mex¬ 
ico’s  sugar  industry  is  buying  more  than 
$7  worth  of  United  States  products  for 
each  $1  worth  of  Mexican  sugar  bought 
by  the  United  States.  A  reasonable  in¬ 
crease  in  Mexico’s  sugar  quota  will  help 
protect  this  valuable  foreign  trade, 
which  contributes  to  the  industrial  and 
agricultural  prosperity  of  each  State. 

According  to  the  United  States  Bureau 
of  Census  the  total  purchases  in  1954 
by  Mexico  were  $624,473,000. 

In  view  of  the  facts  I  have  given,  it 
is  amazing  that  there  should  be  such  a 
discrimination,  or  what  seems  to  be  dis¬ 
crimination,  against  Mexico  in  this  mat¬ 
ter  of  a  sugar  allotment.  The  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  be  commended  for  its  effort  to 
increase  the  allotment  for  sugar.  And, 
while  it  is  too  small,  in  my  opinion,  it 
nevertheless  is  an  increase  over  the  al¬ 
lotment  allowed  under  the  existing  law. 
It  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  It 
gives  hope  that  in  the  future  we  can 
expect  a  further  increase.  I  hope  that 
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such  will  be  the  result  ^nd  &t  no  dist&nt 

day.  .  . 

Mr.  BAUMHART.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
with  great  pleasure  that  I  support  the 
conference  report  dealing  with  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948.  This 
provides  that  mainland  beet  and  cane 
producers  will  share  in  the  increased 
consumution  of  sugar,  under  a  formula 
providing  that  the  first  165,000  tons  of 
increase  will  be  divided  51.5  percent  to 
the  domestic  beet  area  and  48.5  percent 
to  the  mainland  cane  area. 

I  am  sure  that  the  beet-sugar  produc¬ 
ers  in  northwestern  Ohio  will  welcome 
enactment  of  this  new  policy.  It  will 
mean  long  overdue  relief  for  this  im¬ 
portant  agricultural  group  in  the  form 
of  increased  acreage  for  them  after  lean 
years  of  curtailed  production. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  char¬ 
ity  begins  at  home.  That  philosophy 
has  gone  with  me  from  my  mother’s 
knee  to  this  very  day.  This  conference 
report  which  is  being  considered  today 
allocates  55  percent  of  the  growth  in 
United  States  sugar  consumption  to  the 
domestic  areas  and  45  percent  to  Cuba 
and  the  high-duty  countries.  The  do¬ 
mestic  areas  are  entitled  to  this  5-per¬ 
cent  additional  allocation  in  the  in¬ 
creased  amount  of  sugar  that  will  be 
consumed  in  the  next  4  years  as  covered 
by  this  bill.  The  House  passed  a  50-50 
division.  The  55-45  agreement  reached 
in  conference  will  go  a  long  way  in  al¬ 
leviating  the  desparate  situation  which 
exists  in  the  beet  and  cane  areas  in  this 
country.  These  domestic  growers  have 
suffered  cutbacks  in  acreage  which 
should  be  to  a  degree  be  restored.  The 
acreage  reduction  taken  by  them  is  not 
as  severe  as  the  cotton,  rice,  and  wheat 
farmers  have  had  to  assume,  although  it 
has  been  considerable.  In  the  States 
where  cane  is  grown  the  reduction  in 
acreage  has  been  about  18  percent.  One 
of  the  main  reasons  for  increasing  the 
domestic  quota  of  sugar  is  that  there 
was  an  actual  carryover  of  396,000  tons 
over  and  above  the  quota  that  had  been 
assigned  to  such  area.  Too,  this  sugar 
cannot  be  sold  into  channels  of  trade 
unless  the  domestic  quota  is  increased. 
The  excess  quota  sugar  was  built  up  due 
to  the  farmer  applying  more  fertilizer 
on  his  crop  as  well  as  through  better 
farming  practices. 

It  is  nothing  but  common  justice  that 
we  allow  the  domestic  growers  of  cane 
and  beet  sugar  to  have  a  shade  of  ad¬ 
vantage  over  the  foreign  grower.  The 
Senate  bill  carried  this  55—45  ratio  which 
was  sustained  by  the  conferees. 

The  conference  report  has  given  due 
regard  and  consideration  to  Cuba’s  need 
to  maintain  a  sizable  share  of  the  non¬ 
domestic  sugar  quota.  There  is  a  reason 
for  Cuba’s  acquiring  and  maintaining  a 
goodly  share  of  the  increased  consump¬ 
tion  of  sugar  in  the  years  that  lie  ahead. 
I  am  glad  to  have  supported  Cuba’s  in¬ 
terests  as  a  member  of  the  conference  on 
this  bill.  Cuba  is  our  friend.  She  is  a 
good  neighbor.  She  is  deserving  of  our 
full  support  in  the  enactment  of  sugar 
legislation  that  is  fair,  equitable,  and 
reasonable.  This  conference  report  deals 
more  fairly  with  her  than  the  House  bill. 
Cuba  is  entitled  in  reality  to  even  more 


liberal  treatment  than  that  contained  in 
this  report. 

Out  of  the  6  million  people  who  reside 
on  the  island,  500,000  are  now  unem¬ 
ployed.  It  has  been  necessary  for  the 
Government  of  Cuba  to  spend  $100  mil¬ 
lion  in  public  works  in  order  to  keep  her 
people  employed.  Another  thing  that 
I  would  like  to  point  out  is  that  $676 
million  has  been  accumulated  in  balance 
of  payments  with  the  United  States, 
This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  Cuba  im¬ 
ports  more  goods  and  services  from  the 
United  States  than  the  United  States 
buys  in  sugar  and  other  commodities 
from  her.  Another  thing  is  that  Cuban 
tourists  spend  more  dollars  in  the  United 
States  than  United  States  tourists  spend 
in  Cuba.  One  of  the  main  reasons  that 
the  conference  has  agreed  to  give  94.75 
percent  of  this  45  percent  nondomestic 
quota  of  sugar  to  Cuba  over  the  next 
4  years  is  that  she  came  to  our  rescue 
during  the  stress  and  strain  of  World 
War  II.  The  then  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Clinton  P.  Anderson,  went  down 
to  Cuba  and  begged  for  two  crops  of 
sugar  to  meet  the  needs  of  America  at 
war  as  well  as  for  the  sustaining  and 
maintenance  of  the  economy  at  home. 

At  a  risk  of  not  being  able  to  build  up 
new  markets  for  her  sugar  elsewhere, 
Cuba  adhered  to  the  urgent  appeal  of 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Anderson  and 
agreed  to  turn  over  to  the  United  States 
two  full  crops  of  sugar  during  the  period 
of  this  horrible  and  disastrous  war. 
Cuba  sold  us  that  sugar  for  about  4 
cents  per  pound  while  the  world  price 
was  8  cents  to  10  cents  per  pound.  No 
doubt,  she  could  have  disposed  of  this 
sugar  elsewhere  at  a  higher  figure.  We 
are  under  moral  obligation  to  Cuba  to 
assure  her  of  the  major  share  of  our 
business  in  sugar.  Secretary  Anderson 
speaking  for  the  people  of  this  Nation 
said  to  the  officials  of  the  Cuban  Gov¬ 
ernment  : 

If  you  will  help  us  out  of  this  emergency^ 
we  will  not  forget  you. 

I  believe  that  the  conferees  have  in 
a  great  measure  fulfilled  this  obligation, 
although  I  feel  that  it  would  have  been 
wise  and  proper  to  have  given  Cuba  even 
a  larger  share  of  this  increased  use  of 
sugar  that  will  be  consumed  by  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  this  countiT.  Our  housewives 
during  World  War  II  cried  out  for  sugar 
not  only  to  meet  ordinary  daily  family 
needs,  but  they  were  most  anxious  to 
obtain  sugar  for  the  canning  of  food, 
principally  fruits.  In  addition,  the  bot¬ 
tlers  of  soft  drinks  were  urging  that  they 
obtain  a  sufficient  amount  of  sugar  to 
carry  on  operations.  'These  demands 
were  in  addition  to  the  necessary  sugar 
requirements  of  our  armed  services  and 
allies.  Yes,  Cuba  came  to  our  aid  when 
we  needed  her.  She  is  a  true  friend. 

The  4-year  duration  provision  as  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  bill  was  adopted  in 
conference  as  against  the  Senate  6-year 
extension.  All  in  all,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  meritorious,  and  I  trust  that  the 
membership  of  the  House  will  approve  it. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  30, 
1955,  this  House  passed  H.  R.  7030,  revi¬ 
sion  and  extension  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  by  a  vote  of  more  than  4  to  1.  Al¬ 
most  a  year  later  we  have  H.  R.  7030,  as 
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amended  by  the  Senate  and  adjusted  by  J 
the  conference  committee,  before  us  for  | 
final  action. 

I  urge  the  members  to  support  this 
compromise  bill  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948  for  4  more  years. 

This  conference  report  is,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  an  excellent  compromise.  It  con¬ 
tinues  one  of  our  better  farm  programs. 
The  main  feature  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  the  return  to  the  historic  formula 
of  dividing  increase  quotas  caused  by  the 
increasing  use  and  demand  for  sugar  due 
to  population  growth. 

The  original  Sugar  Act  of  1937  reserved 
55.59  percent  of  this  increasing  con¬ 
sumption  of  sugar  to  domestic  cane  and 
beet  areas.  The  Sugar  Act  of  1948  elim¬ 
inated  this  provision.  It  provided  that 
the  allocation  of  increased  consumption 
of  sugar  should  be  on  the  basis  of  96 
percent  to  Cuba  and  4  percent  to  other 
foreign  producers. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  present 
law  my  home  State  of  Colorado  planted 
and  harvested  more  thanl67,000  acres  of 
sugar  beets.  After  the  fixed  quotas  of 
the  1948  act  were  applied,  Colorado  har-  J 
vested  60,000  acres  less  than  in  1947, 
For  the  past  2  years  there  has  been  a  con-  ^ 
tinned  tightening  of  the  quotas  and  a  re¬ 
sulting  drop  in  sugar-beet  acreage.  Un¬ 
der  this  bill  domestic  producers  will  once 
again  be  able  to  share  in  supplying  the 
increasing  demand  for  sugar. 

Coupled  with  this  return  to  the  his¬ 
toric  formula  of  dividing  increased  con¬ 
sumption  the  conferees  adopted  a  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  Senate  bill  which  would  set 
aside  the  first  165,000  tons  of  increased 
quota  to  be  divided  between  the  sugar 
beet  and  cane  growers  of  the  continental 
United  States.  This  will  restore  some  of 
the  recent  acreage  cuts. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  I  assume, 
will  make  the  same  provisions  for  allo¬ 
cating  these  increased  quotas  to  domestic 
areas  as  he  has  done  in  the  past. 

The  operation  of  the  Sugar  Act  has 
been  the  most  orderly  and  successful  of 
all  our  agriculture  programs.  It  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  extend  and  improve  this  act  to  ^ 
meet  changing  conditions.  The  confer- 
ence  committee  adopted  this  report  ^ 
unanimously  and  I  believe  the  House 
should  accept  these  recommendations. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report. 

Our  honored  members  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  are  to  be  congratulated 
upon  this  splendid  conference  report. 
Their  work  has  borne  fruit  because: 

First.  It  gives  greater  sugar  allotments 
to  the  domestic  sugar  beet  and  sugar¬ 
cane  industries. 

Second.  It  takes  nothing  from  present 
offshore  allotments,  but  merely  permits 
the  domestic  industry  to  enjoy  55  per¬ 
cent  of  the  increase  in  consumption  of 
our  own  country. 

Third.  It  gives  some  increased  allot¬ 
ment  to  Mexico,  Peru,  and  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic,  which  countries  give  the 
United  States  so  much  of  their  trade  by 
permitting  them  to  share  more  equitably 
in  supplying  America’s  increased  con¬ 
sumption  needs. 

Fourth.  It  diverts  into  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugar,  a  commodity  not  in  sur-  •  ' 
plus  supply  in  the  United  States,  acre- 
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ages  now  employed  in  producing  surplus 
crops. 

Fifth.  It  carries  no  appropriation  of 
money.  The  sugar  program  supported 
by  a  very  small  excise  tax  on  imported 
sugar  has  shown  a  profit  of  $312  million 
since  it  became  effective  in  1937. 

For  these  and  other  reasons,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  is  a  moment  for  which  the 
American  farmers  producing  sugar  have 
waited  a  long  time — a  much  longer  time 
than  they  should  have  been  required  to 
wait.  I  urge  the  immediate  adoption  of 
the  conference  report.  It  is  a  tremen¬ 
dous  improvement  over  the  bill  that 
passed  the  House  last  July  30,  almost  a 
year  ago.  Those  conferees  and  others 
who  have  supported  these  changes  have 
shown  a  real  understanding  of  the  farm 
problem  and  a  real  concern  for  the 
American  farmer  and  the  American 
economy.  They  are  to  be  congratulated. 

Under  the  conference  report  the  do¬ 
mestic  producer  will  share  to  the  extent 
of  55  percent — his  historic  basis — in  the 
increased  sugar  consumption  commenc¬ 
ing  next  year.  This  reestablishes  the 
principle  that  the  American  farmer  pro¬ 
ducing  sugar  beets  or  cane  sugar  is  to  be 
permitted  to  share  in  the  growth  of 
America.  The  implications  on  the  over¬ 
all  farm  program  are  far  broader. 

That  the  American  beet  and  sugar 
growers  have  had  to  wait  too  long  is 
regrettable,  to  say  the  least.  An  increase 
in  the  tonnage  allotment  with  a  corre¬ 
sponding  increase  in  acreage  planted  to 
sugar  should  have  been  granted  this  year. 
It  seems  to  be  pretty  well  established  that 
our  farm  problem  is  one  of  surpluses  and 
acreage  restrictions.  Here  is  a  crop  that 
we  produce  domestically  only  about  one- 
half  of  what  we  consume  Land  put  into 
the  production  of  sugar  would  have  been 
taken  out  of  the  production  of  some  other 
crop  with  a  snowball  effect  to  improve 
our  general  agricultural  condition.  Un¬ 
der  other  legislation,  land  is  to  be  taken 
out  of  production  at  taxpayers  expense. 
Here  was  an  opportunity  to  put  land 
into  production  to  improve  the  farm 
economy  and  the  general  economy  of 
the  Nation.  Let  the  record  speak  for 
itself.  Myself,  and  several  others,  intro¬ 
duced  bills  early  in  the  last  session  to 
accomplish  this.  Not  until  last  July  30, 
on  the  even  of  adjournment,  was  a  bill 
presented  to  the  House  and  acted  upon. 
The  Senate  passed  a  bill  in  February  1956. 
Not  until  last  Friday,  May  11,  did  con¬ 
ferees  meet.  I  repeat — it  is  regrettable 
that  action  was  not  taken  in  the  time 
and  in  the  form  to  have  done  some  good 
this  year. 

I  again  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
we  did  not  at  any  time  propose  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  sugar  that  Cuba  or  any 
other  country  had  previously  exported 
to  this  country.  We  merely  asked  that 
the  American  farmer  be  permitted  to 
share  in  the  growth  of  America  by  being 
allowed  to  share  in  the  increased  demand 
for  sugar. 

Some  people  would  still  attempt  to 
confuse  this  with  the  price  support  pro¬ 
grams  on  our  so-called  basic  commodi¬ 
ties.  It  is  obvious  to  anyone  that  this  is 
not  such  a  price  support  program  but  is  a 


control  on  the  amount  of  imports  which 
may  come  into  this  country.  No  one 
should  object  to  that,  particularly  when 
we  keep  in  mind  that  on  some  of  the  so- 
called  basic  crops  we  permit  no  import  of 
competitive  products  and  have  been  or 
are  considering  subsidizing  the  export  of 
such  commodities. 

I  again  urge  the  immediate  adoption  of 
the  conference  report.  Commencing  in 
1957,  it  will  benefit  not  only  our  farmers 
who  raise  sugar  but  our  general  agricul¬ 
tural  economy. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  understand  that 
this  bill  provides  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion  of  domestic  sugar? 

Mr.  POAGE.  This  bill  gives  to  the 
domestic  producers  55  percent  of  the 
market,  which  is  more  than  they  have 
been  having;  yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  it  does  provide  for 
increased  production? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes;  it  does. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Increased  acreage  for 
sugar  beets  and  so  on  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  this  have  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  Ezra  Benson? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  did  not  ask  Mr.  Ben¬ 
son  about  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  recurring  sugar  bill.  I 
think  most  of  the  membership  are  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  fact  that  it  becomes  nec¬ 
essary  from  time  to  time  to  pass  a  sugar 
bill.  We  have  been  passing  sugar  bills 
for  more  than  20  years.  It  has  been  one 
of  the  agricultural  programs  that  has 
worked  very  well. 

This  program  actually  supports  sugar 
at  98  percent  of  parity  for  domestic 
producers.  So  those  of  us  who  have  be¬ 
lieved  in  high  supports  have  felt  that 
it  had  some  special  merit.  This  program 
supports  sugar  at  a  rather  high  level,  a 
good  deal  higher  than  almost  any  other 
level  of  agricultural  support  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  one  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  I  asked  whether  this  bill  has 
the  support  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  possibly  is  in  a  better  position  than 
I  am  to  know  the  mind  of  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture;  but  it  is  a  program  which 
most  people  of  the  United  States  have 
felt  for  some  years  worked  reasonably 
well. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  put  it  this  way. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  did  not 
oppose  the  bill,  then? 

Mr.  POAGE.  He  did  not.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
definitely  on  record  in  favor  of  this  kind 
of  program  for  sugar  and  of  a  similar 
program  for  wool.  But  he  is  on  record 
as  being  opposed  to  a  similar  program  for 
almost  anything  else  that  I  know  of. 
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Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  At  what  percent¬ 
age  of  parity  is  sugar  supported? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Ninety-eight  percent. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  And  what  is  the 
percentage  for  wool? 

Mr.  POAGE.  One  hundrer  and  six 
percent. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  What  are  the  two 
principal  crops  of  the  State  of  Utah? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  live  in  Utah. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Are  they  not  wool 
and  sugar? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  could  not  deny  that. 

But  getting  back  to  this  bill,  I  think  we 
have  a  reasonably  well-worked-out  pro¬ 
gram  here  if  you  accept  the  philosophy 
that  we  should  extend  to  the  domestic 
growei-s  more  than  half  of  the  market. 
Personally  I  have  felt  that  the  50-50  di¬ 
vision  that  we  have  long  had  between  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  growers  was  rather 
sound.  While  I  do  believe  in  supporting 
domestic  production  at  a  substantially 
high  figure,  I  have  never  believed  that 
you  could  support  production  on  any  crop 
with  unlimited  production.  Consequent¬ 
ly  it  was  my  own  thought  that  we  were 
making  a  mistake  when  we  attempted  in 
this  report  to  provide  as  much  acreage 
in  the  United  States  as  the  American 
farmers  would  use  and  then  support  the 
crop  at  98  percent  of  parity.  I  have  al¬ 
ways  thought  that  if  we  had  a  high  sup¬ 
port  price  we  ought  to  accept  some  re¬ 
strictions  in  production,  just  as  we  do 
with  all  other  commodities.  But  that 
philosophy  was  rejected  by  a  majority  of 
the  conferees  so  that  this  bill  does  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  increase  in  the  acreage  for 
American  producers. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Would  the  gen¬ 
tleman  inform  me  what  was  done  by  the 
conferees  with  respect  to  the  allowance 
that  was  granted  by  the  House  to  Mexico 
for  sugar? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes.  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned  the  increase  in  the  domestic  pro¬ 
duction.  That  leaves  only  45  percent  of 
the  increase  for  foreign  nations.  It 
leaves  them  with  what  they  now  have 
plus  45  percent  of  the  increase  in  sugar 
consumption.  Mexico  had  practically 
nothing  to  start  with.  We  increased  the 
allowance  to  Mexico  so  that  Mexico  gets 
a  little  more  than  5  percent  of  the  total 
increase. 

Let  me  give  the  rest  of  the  figures: 
29.59  percent  of  the  total  increase  goes 
to  Cuba;  4.33  percent  goes  to  Peru;  4.95 
percent  goes  to  the  Dominican  Republic; 
5.1  percent  goes  to  Mexico.  All  others 
get  1.03  percent  of  the  total  increase. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  take  it  from 
what  the  gentleman  has  said  that  it  is 
an  increase  of  the  allowance  to  Mexico? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  a  larger  percentage 
increase,  I  believe,  than  to  any  other 
foreign  country. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  I  am  gratified  to 
note  that  because  I  think  there  are  rea¬ 
sons  why  Mexico  would  be  justified  in 
expecting  a  larger  percentage  than  it 
has  formerly  had. 
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Mr.  POAGE.  The  committee  felt  that 
due  to  the  geographical  location  and  the 
possibility  of  supplying  the  United  States 
no  matter  what  happened  to  the  sea 
lanes  it  was  well  to  give  special  consider¬ 
ation  to  Mexico. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  In  addition,  there 
Is  no  country  in  Central  and  South 
America  that  trades  with  us  to  the  extent 
that  Mexico  does. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  correct,  although 
I  believe  it  was  shown  that  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  buys  more  from  the  United 
States  in  proportion  to  what  we  buy 
from  them  than  any  sugar-producing 
country.  The  only  other  thing  that  I 
think  is  noteworthy  in.  this  report  is  that 
this  extends  the  Sugar  Act  for  4  years. 
That  was  the  House  figure.  I  believe 
that  is  all  there  was  in  dispute  between 
the  House  and  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack)  .  The  question  is  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


worked  untold  hardship  on  millions  of 
our  rural  citizens  at  a  savings  of  less 
than  two-tenths  of  1  peixent  of  its 
budget. 

The  Post  Office  Department  is  spend¬ 
ing  3  billions  of  dollars.  Yet  it  has  de¬ 
prived  millions  of  our  citizens  of  ade¬ 
quate  mail  service  at  a  total  saving  over 
a  period  of  3  years  of  a  little  more  than 
one-tenth  of  1  percent  of  our  budget. 

The  so-called  saving  of  slightly  more 
than  $4  million  in  a  total  budget  of  $3 
billion  is  being  made  at  the  cost  of  hard¬ 
ship  on  millions  of  our  rural  citizens. 

We  know  what  this  Republican  admin¬ 
istration  has  done  to  farmers  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  lowering  their  income  by  billions 
of  dollars.  The  closing  of  thousands  of 
rural  post  offices  at  an  infinitesimal  sav¬ 
ing  seems  additional  evidence  of  the 
lisenhower  administration’s  determina- 
m  to  grind  down  our  rural  population 
tdVhe  status  of  second-class  citizens. 
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REPUBLICAN  CURTAILMENT  OF 

MAIL  SERVICE  TO  RURAL  PA¬ 
TRONS 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
invite  the  attention  of  this  body  once 
again  to  the  shameful  curtailment  of 
mail  service  to  the  rural  citizens  of  this 
country.  The  claim  is  made  that  small 
post  oflBces  have  been  closed,  rural  car¬ 
rier  service  curtailed,  and  rural  mail 
service  generally  rendered  inconvenient 
and  inadequate  because  of  alleged  sav¬ 
ings.  I  shall  demonstrate  that  these  so- 
called  savings  are  minute  in  the  extreme 
while  the  destruction  of  adequate  rural 
mail  service  has  been  devastating  to  mil¬ 
lions  of  our  rural  citizens. 

In  testimony  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  considering  the  1957 
budget,  Mr.  Norman  R.  Abrams  stated: 

The  discontinuance  of  small  post  offices 
has  continued.  We  discontinue  small  post 
offices  whenever  we  can  do  It  and  give  equal¬ 
ly  good  or  better  service  with  economy  being 
shown.  We  have  to  date  closed  3,048  post 
offices  up  to  December  31  of  this  year  from 
January  20,  1953,  with  savings  of  about. 
$4,267,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  here  we  have  the  adr 
Sion,  nay  the  boast,  that  literally  mil^ns 
of  rural  citizens  have  had  their/mail 
service  curtailed  at  a  savings  to  ^e  Post 
Office  Department  that  is  so  sqjfall  as  to 
be  negligible. 

As  to  the  claim  that  “eqiydly  good  or 
better  service”  is  given  the  j^trons  of  the 
discontinued  post  office, /his  is  absurd. 
Every  Member  of  this  IRmse  knows  from 
his  own  constituentiythat  the  service 
substituted  is  prac^ally  never  com¬ 
mensurate  with  th^ offered  by  the  small 
post  offices. 

But  let  us  co^ider  the  so-called  sav¬ 
ings  effected  w  the  hardships  on  our 
rural  citizens/  Mr.  Abrams  says  that 
$4,267,000  luwe  been  saved. 

Now,  wbat  is  the  budget  of  the  Post 
Office  E^artment  for  1957?  The  1957 
budget^  $3  billion. 

Miyspeaker,  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  has  with  deliberate  premeditation 


.FOREIGN  AID  COSTS 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  time^ 
draws  ne^  for  our  annual  debate  oj 
the  globalViveaway  program,  it  seeBis 
to  me  that  w  may  understand  it  better 
if  we  can  rel^  it  to  some  local  is^e. 

Such  an  issuk  was  a  proposal  far  $1,- 
306,000  in  new^hool  bonds  tftat  ap¬ 
peared  on  the  baBot  in  Plain  Ixwnship, 
Ohio,  last  week,  anclTailed  to^iass.  The 
money  was  to  be  us^to  complete  Plain 
Township  high  schooNto/^dd  12  class¬ 
rooms  to  another  sch(«|/  and  to  build 
a  new  junior  high  scbroOL  I  feel  that 
the  voters  probably /recomize  a  need 
for  these  schools  an^want  t^uild  them. 
I  think  that  if  thpe  is  any^e  reason 
for  defeat  of  tl^  bond  issue,\t  is  the 
fact  that  citize^  generally  feel  mey  are 
overburdenecywith  taxes  and  tn^  are 
unwilling  to/add  to  that  burden  no \iat- 
ter  how  durable  the  purpose. 

I  men^n  this  because  my  comput! 
tion  shows  that  the  cost  of  the  new  for^ 
eign-aW  program  for  the  citizens  of 
Plain/ Township  is  almost  the  same  as 
th^ amount  of  their  bond  issue.  My 
a^lysis  indicates  that  $1,352,312  of  the 
ederal  taxes  collected  from  the  people 
of  Plain  Township  would  be  used  as  their 
share  of  the  $4.9  billion  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram  now  before  us. 

The  margin  by  which  these  citizens 
defeated  the  bond  issue  was  very  narrow. 

If  they  had  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
foreign  aid,  I  think  they  would  vote 
“No”  by  an  overwhelming  majority. 

If  we  could  reduce  Federal  taxes  by 
the  amount  these  good  Americans  must 
now  pay  for  our  worldwide  WPA,  there 
would  be  little  doubt  about  their  willing¬ 
ness  and  ability  to  support  local  schools. 

Similar  comparisons  could  be  made  for 
any  of  our  communities,  and  I  think 
they  should  be  in  order  to  give  an  un¬ 
derstanding  of  just  what  these  vast 
amounts  really  mean. 

I  am  told  that  the  total  cost  of  foreign 
aid  since  the  end  of  World  War  II  is 
about  $571/2  billion.  Since  Ohio  con¬ 
tributes  6.36  percent  of  total  Federal 
revenue  this  means  Ohio  people  have  a 
heavier  per  capita  load  than  Americans 
generally. 


While  the  national  per  capita  costyof 
foreign  aid  for  the  past  decade  is  aj^ut 
$380,  the  per  capita  cost  based  on  G^o’s 
actual  contribution  to  Federal  iMome  is 
$459.44  for  every  man,  woman  and 
child  in  our  State.  Based  onr  the  last 
census,  we  have  contribute^ over  $3  Vz 
billion  to  foreign  aid.  Th/[  16th  Con¬ 
gressional  District  has  sepft  $189  million 
to  foreign  lands. 

On  the  same  basis/each  Ohio  resi¬ 
dent  is  now  asked  to^ntribute  an  addi¬ 
tional  $39.21  for  themew  aid  program.  I 
should  not  have  aaid'  “asked.”  Unless 
Congress  reverse^ its  record  of  the  past 
several  years,  iwill  simply  be  taken  from 
them,  over  nn/protest. 

The  new  i^oposal  means  a  drain  of 
$11  million/on  Stark  County,  nearly  $3 
million  Urom  Tuscarawas,  and  over  $2 
millionytrom  Wayne  County. 

We/are  facing  a  taxpayers  revolt  in 
this  iCountry.  The  most  common  topic 
of^nversation,  the  most  frequent  com¬ 
plaint  in  congressional  correspondence 
about  high  taxes.  The  defeat  and 
'^near  defeat  of  bond  issues  all  over  the 
Nation  this  spring  is  a  symptom  of  public 
sentiment  on  this  subject.  The  people 
are  critical  of  extravagance  in  Govern¬ 
ment  at  every  level,  from  the  school 
district  to  the  Federal  Government. 
And,  they  are  particularly  critical  of  the 
continued  flow  of  American  tax  dollars 
abroad.  I  hope  that  this  sentiment  has 
made  itself  felt  in  Washington  this 
spring,  and  that  the  Congress  will  not 
again  acquiesce,  almost  without  objec¬ 
tion,  to  the  tremendous  outlay  required 
for  continued  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  following  are  the 
facts.  I  submit  them  for  study: 

Foreign  aid  costs,  16th  District,  Ohio 
(based  on  1950  census) :  New  proposal, 
$4,900,000,000. 

Stark  County: 

Alliance _ $1,  025,  772 

Beach  City _  36,  857 

Brewster _  63,  441 

Canal  Pulton _ 49,  346 

Canton _  4,  574,  11^ 

^East  Canton _  39,  249 

toulsvllle _  149,  037 

issillon _  1,  160,  390 

NavVre _  69,  127 

Nortl^Janton _  161,094 

Waynetourg _  49,  326 

WllmotX _  13,  900 


Total  lirban’ _  7,911,480 

Total  rrn^l _  3,  192,  556 


Total  counCp _ 11,  104,  036 


Tuscarawas  County! 

Baltic _ 

Barnhill _ 

Bolivar _ 

Dennison. 

Dover _ 

Gnadenhutten _ 

Midvale _ 

Mineral  City _ 

Newcomers  town _ 

New  Philadelphia. 

Parral _ 

Port  Washington. 

Roswell _ 

Shanesvllle _ 

Stone  Creek _ 

Strasburg _ 

Sugarcreek. 

Tuscarawas. 


19,  320 
15,  391 
30,  427 
175,  761 
375, 711 
35,  082 
24,  493 
32,  585 
178,  795 
508,  891 
7,  832 
^20,  155 
ip,  595 
1\222 
^54 
53,  \6 
34. ) 

27,  447 
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Public  Law  545  -  84th  Congress 
Chapter  342  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  7030 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  extend  the  Susar  Aet  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  section  101  Sugar  Aot  of 
(d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  Stat,  922, 

^  use  1100 

“(d)  Tlie  term  ‘raw  sugar’  means  any  sugars  (exclusive  of  liquid  Definitions 
sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  whether  or 
not  principally  of  crystalline  structure,  which  are  to  be  further  refined 
or  improved  in  quality  to  produce  any  sugars  principally  of  crvstal- 
line  structure  or  liquid  sugar.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ‘direct -consumption  sugar’  means  any  sugars  princi¬ 
pally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid  sugar  (exclusive  of  liquid 
sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar  quotas),  which  are 
not  to  be  further,  refined  or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  deleting  the 
parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows : 

“(n)  The  term  ‘to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality’  means 
to  be  subjected  substantially  to  the  processes  of  (1)  affin'ation  or 
defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3)  further  purification  by  adsorp¬ 
tion  or  crystallization.  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  after  such  hear¬ 
ing  and  upon  such  notice  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  specific  processes  to  which  sugars  are  subjected  are 
sufficient  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and  whether 
sugars  of  specific  qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  para¬ 
graph  (d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  in  the  second  period, 
sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the  termination  of  price  ^  nil. 
conti’ol  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1947-1949”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  Pro  ration  of 

“(a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producing  areas  by  apportioning  §5°sta4  318 
among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundrecl  and  forty-four  thousand  7  use  lil2. 


short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows:  Domestic. 

Short  tons. 

Area  raw  value 

Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _ ! _  500,  0<X) 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  Rico _ : _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands -  12,  000 


“(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred  forty-four 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be  added  an  amount  equal 
to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by  which  the  Secretary’s  determina¬ 
tion  of  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United  States 
for  the  calendar  year  exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  among  and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph  stat.  217. 
(1)  of  this  subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar-producing  areas,  re- stat.  218. 
spectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred  sixty-five  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas  for  the 
domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  b?  apportioned  51.5  per  centum 
to  the  domestic  beet  sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  mainland 
cane  sugar  area;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  increased  shall  be 
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70  Stat.  218. 

70  Stat.  219. 


apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico;  (C)  the  next  three  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  increased 
shall  be  apportioned  to  the  Vir^n  Islands;  (D)  any  additional  amount 
shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  paragraph 
(L  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by  subparagi'aphs  (A),  (B),  and 
((B  of  this  paragraph  (2).” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“For”  after  “(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar 
year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraphs : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar 
year,  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 
(A)  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per  centum  and  to  other  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  4  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  such 
lesser  amount  as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  and  the  quota  established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section;  and  (B)  by  prorating  45  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  sugar, 
raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  determined  pursuant  to  section  201 
exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows : 

Country  ''  Per  centum 


Cuba _ 29.  59 

Peru _  4.  33 

Dominican  Republic _  4.  95 

Mexico _  5. 10 

Other  countries _  1.  03 


45.00 

The  above  proration  of  1.0,3  per  centum  to  foreign  countries  other 
than  Cuba,  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines,  Peru,  the  Dominican 
Republic,  and  Mexico  shall  be  apportioned  to  .such  other  countries 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  exceeded 
one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952, 
1953,  and  1954. 

“(3)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subsequent  calendar 
year,  the  proration  of  4  per  centum  under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  this 
subsection  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic 
of  the  Philippines  shall  be  apportioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such 
foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the 
years  1953  and  1954  wei*e  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entnes  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954;  second,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose 
average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not  less 
than  one  tlumsand  nor  more  tlian  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
a  proration  of  thi-ee  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value ;  third,  by  assigning 
to  each  foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  dur¬ 
ing  1953  and  1954  were  more  than  two  thousand  and  less  than  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  the  average  entries 
from  each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954, 
plus  two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value;  fourth,  by  assigning  to  each 
Toi*eign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953 
and  1954  were  not  less  than  three  thousand  nor  more  than  ten  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  the  average  entries  from 
each  such  country  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  19.54;  and,  fifth, 
by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  proration  to  such  foreign  countries 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  exceeded 
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ten  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries 
within  the  quotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952, 

1953,  and  1954. 

Sec.  8.  S^tion  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsection : 

“(e)  Whenever  in  any  year  any  foreign  country  with  a  quota  or 
proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons  fails  to  fill 
such  quota  or  proration  by  more  than  10  per  centum  and  at  any  time 
during  such  year  the  world  price  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price, 
the  quota  or  proration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  years 
shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
country  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster  or  force  majeure 
or  finds  that  sucli  reduction  would  be  contrary  to  the  objectives  of  this 
Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder  shall  be  prorated  in  the  same  manner 
as  deficits  are  prorated  under  section  204.” 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act  is  Promtion  of 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colon  65^stit!'319 
and  the  following:  Provided,  That  any  deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-  i  use  lii4. 
producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part 
\  of  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202 
(a)  (2)  shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis  of 
the  quotas  then  in  effect”. 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the 
following :  “except  that  in  the  case  of  pi'oration  of  any  such  deficit  in 
any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to 
market  that  part  or  the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by 
reason  of  section  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 
unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic  areas  as  he 
determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if  he  finds  that  no 
domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  such  unfilled  amount,  he  shall 
add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  imme-  Mlo^nients. 
diately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the  following:  “In  making 
such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may  also  take  into  consideration  and  ' 
make  due  allowance  for  the  adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood, 
freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable 
conditions  seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by 
the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.”. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  Direot-oon- 
after  the  word  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  sugar, 

^same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand  six  hundred  and  sixteen  ^ 
short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Hawaii  under 
section  202  is  of  one  million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,” 

(b)  Section  207  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  the  period  ° 
at  the  end  thereof  and  by  adding  the  following :  “which  shall  be  princi¬ 
pally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an  amount  equal  to  the  same  per¬ 
centage  of  one  hundred  twenty-six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short 
tons,  raw  value,  that  the  increase  in  the  quota,  for  Puerto  Kico  under 
section  202  is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  70  stat.  2I9. 
which  latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  220. 

Avhether  or  not  imncipally  of  crystalline  structure.”. 

I  Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  65  Stat.  319. 
j  “The”  after  “(h)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “(1)  For  the  calendar 
;  year  1956,  the”  and  by  adding  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  each  subsequent  calendar  year, 
the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Republic  of 
^  the  Philippines  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar  to  the  extent 
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of  1.36  per  centum  of  tlie  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to 
7  use  nil.  section  201  less  tlie  sum  of  the  quotas  established  in  subsections  (a)  and 
(b)  of  section  202 :  Provided^  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to 
countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of  seven  thousand 
short  tons  or  less.  The  direct-consumption  portion  of  such  quota 
which  is  subject  to  the  1.36  per  centum  limitation  refeiTed  to  above 
shall  be  prorated  to  countries  which  receive  prorations  under  section 
202  (c)  of  more  than  seven  thousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  average 
imports  of  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the  quota  for  the  years 
1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.'’ 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
the  words  “(or  processed)”  the  following:  “,  except  for  livestock  feed, 
or  for  the  production  of  livestock  feed,  as  determineci  by  the  Secre- 

Sec.  14.  Sectio)!  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“(or  processed)”  the  words  “within  the  proportionate  share”  and  by 
striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  the  following: 
“and  of  the  producers  in  any  local  producing  area  whose  past  pro¬ 
duction  has  been  adversely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by 
drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  di.sease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnormal 
and  unconti’ollable  conditions.  For  the  purposes  of  establishing  pro¬ 
portionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage  wise  use  of 
land  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  and  promote  the  conservation  of  soil  and  water  resources  in 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on  application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm 
in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby  authorized,  whenever  he  determines  it  to  be 
in  the  public  interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for 
other  productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production  rec- 
oi'd  for  any  i)arcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Rico  owned  by  the 
applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  owned  by  such  appli¬ 
cant  in  Puerto  Rico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  “(a)”  at 
the  beginning  thereof,  by  striking  out  “(a)”  and  “(b)”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “(1)”  and  “(2)",  respectively,  and  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection :  , 

“(b)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations  otherwise  meet 
the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and  who  subjects  to  such  processes 
sugar  imported  or  brought  into  the  continental  United  States  under  a 
declaration  that  it  is  raw  sugar  but  which  sugar  subsequently  is  de¬ 
termined  to  be  of  direct-consumption  quality,  shall  forfeit  to  the 
T'nited  States  a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw 
value,  of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  that  part  of  the  direct-consumption 
jxirtion  of  the  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof 
remaining  unfilled  at  the  time  of  such  determination,  which  forfeiture 
shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  sentence :  “The  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply  to  persons  whose  services  are  obtained  pursuant  to  section 
305.”, _ ^ _ 

Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  412,  sec¬ 
tion  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  section  413,  and  a  new  section 
411  inserted  as  follows: 

“Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of  the  International  Sugar 
Agreement  for  the  Regulation  of  the  Production  and  Marketing  of 
.Sugar  (ratified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United 
TIAS  3177.  .States  Senate  on  April  29,  1954),  restricting  importations  of  sugar 

into  the  United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
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such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions  of  any 
such  future  agreements  1-atified  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Kenumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating  to  termi-  ^  use  lioi 
nation  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “1956”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “1960”. 

Sec.  19.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to  the  termination  Taxes, 
of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  are  amended  ^33, 

by  striking  out  “1957”  in  each  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  26  use  4501, 
in  lieu  thereof  “1961”.  6412. 

Sec.  20.  Section  4502  (4),  chapter  37,  subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  26  use  4502. 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  as  follows :  Strike  out 
the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)”  where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  and  delete  the  second  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  21.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A,  “Sugar”,  of  26  use  4504. 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following ;  “,  and  except  that  such  tax 
^ay  be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax  under  the  provisions  of  section 
)418  (a)”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  6418. 

of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  “(a)”  immediately  following 
“section  4501”. 

Sec.  22.  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  the  amendments  made  Effective  dates, 
hereby  shall  become  effective  as  of  January  1,  1956,  except  that  sec¬ 
tions  1  through  4  shall  become  effective  upon  publication  in  the  Fed-  Publication  in  PR, 
eral  Register  of  regulations  implementing  such  sections,  or  six  months 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Approved  May  29,  1956. 
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m  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  1, 1955 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Long  to  the  bill  (H.  E.  7030) 
to  extend  and  amend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert  the  following: 

1  That  section  101  (d)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 

2  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

3  ‘‘(d)  The  term ‘raw  sugar’ means  any  sugars  (exclusive 

4  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  having  liquid  sugar 

5  quotas),  whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure, 

6  which  are  to  be  further  refined  or  improved  in  quality  to  pro- 

7  duce  any  sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  or  liquid 

8  sugar.” 
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Sec.  2.  Section  101  (e)  of  sucli  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(e)  The  term  ‘direct-consumption  sugar’  means  any 
sugars  principally  of  crystalline  structure  and  any  liquid 
sugar  (exclusive  of  liquid  sugar  from  foreign  countries  hav¬ 
ing  licpiid  sugar  quotas) ,  which  are  not  to  he  further  refined 
or  improved  in  quality.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  101  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  parenthetical  word  “  (Clerget)  ”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  101  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

“(n)  The  term  ‘to  he  further  refined  or  improved  in 
({uality’  means  to  1)C  su])jectcd  substantially  to  the  processes 
of  (1)  afFination  or  defecation,  (2)  clarification,  and  (3) 
further  purification  by  adsorption  or  crystallization.  The 
Secretary  is  authorized,  in  accordance  with  findings  based  on 
public  hearings  to  determine  whether  specific  processes  to 
which  sugars  are  subjected  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  (n)  and  whether  sugars  of  specific 
qualities  are  raw  sugar  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph 
(d)  of  this  section,  or  direct-consumption  sugar  within  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
in  the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  “1947  prior  to  the 
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termination  of  price  control  of  sugar”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “1947-1949”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  202  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“  (a)  (1)  For  domestic  sugar-producmg  areas  by  appor¬ 
tioning  among  such  areas  four  million  four  hundred  and 
forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  as  follows: 

“Short  tons, 


raw  value 

“Domestic  beet  sugar _  1,  800,  000 

Mainland  cane  sugar _  500,  000 

Hawaii _  1,  052,  000 

Puerto  liico _  1,  080,  000 

Virgin  Islands _  12,  000 


“(2)  To  the  above  total  of  four  million  four  hundred 
forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  there  shall  be 
added  an  amount  equal  to  55  per  centum  of  the  amount  by 
which  the  Secretary’s  determination  of  requirements  of  con¬ 
sumers  in  the  continental  United  States  for  the  calendar  year 
exceeds  eight  million  three  hundred  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value.  Such  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned 
among  and  added  to  the  quotas  established  under  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  for  such  domestic  sugar  producing 
areas,  respectively,  as  follows:  (A)  The  first  one  hundred 
sixty-five  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof, 
by  which  quotas  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased 
shall  be  apportioned  51.5  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet 
sugar  area  and  48.5  per  centum  to  the  mainland  cane  sugar 
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area ;  (B)  the  next  twenty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  such  quotas  are  so  increased 
shall  be  apportioned  to  Puerto  Eico;  (C)  the  next  three 
thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by 
which  such  quotas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned 
to  the  Virgin  Islands;  (D)  any  additional  amount  shall  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  quotas  established  in  para¬ 
graph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  as  adjusted  by  subparagraphs 
(A),  (B),and  (C)  of  this  paragraph  (2).” 

Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  sucli  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘‘For”  after  “(c)”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 


“(1)  For  the  calendar  year  lOhO,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  suhse- 
(pient  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  re- 
]niblic  of  the  Philipi)ines,  by  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries  4  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three 
hundred  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount  as  deter¬ 
mined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  and  the  quotas  established  pursuant  to  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section ;  and  by  prorating  to  Cuba  60  per  centum  and 
to  other  foreign  countries  40  per  centum  of  the  amount  of 
sugar,  raw  value,  b}^  which  the  amount  determined  pursuant 
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to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight  million  three  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  short  tons  plus  the  increase  in  quotas  provided 
for  in  subsection  (a)  (2)  of  this  section. 

‘‘For  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  quota  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  shall  l)e  apportioned,  first,  l)y  assigning  to  each  such 
foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average 
entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second, 
by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average 
entries  within  the  quotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not 
less  than  one  thousand  nor  more  than  two  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  and  third,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota 
to  such  foreign  countries  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954  exceeded  two  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within 
the  quotas  from  each  such  coimtry  for  the  years  1951,  1952, 
1953,  and  1954. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years 
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1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
A^alue,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  hy  prorating 
the  balance  of  such  quota  among  the  remainder  of  such 
countries  on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such 
countries  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  calendar  year  1957.” 

Sec.  8.  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  hy  adding 
tlie  following  noAv  paragrajdi: 

‘^(e)  Whenever  in  an}^  year  any  foreign  country  with 
a  quota  or  proration  thereof  of  more  than  ten  thousand  short 
tons  fails  to  fill  such  quota  or  proration  hy  more  than  10 
per  centum  and  at  any  time  during  such  year  the  world 
lirice  of  sugar  exceeds  the  domestic  price,  the  quota  or  pro- 
ration  thereof  for  such  country  for  subsequent  3^ears  shall  be 
reduced  h}"  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such 
countrv  failed  to  fill  its  quota  or  proration  thereof,  unless 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  failure  was  due  to  crop  disaster 
or  force  majeure  or  finds  that  such  reduction  would  he  con¬ 
trary  to  the  objectives  of  this  Act.  Any  reduction  hereunder 
shall  he  prorated  in  the  same  manner  as  deficits  are  prorated 
under  section  204.” 

Seo.  9.  (a)  The  second  sentence  of  section  204  (a) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following :  ^‘Provided,  That  any 
deficit  in  any  domestic  sugar-producing  area  occurring  hy 
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reason  of  inability  to  market  tliat  part  of  tlie  quota  for  sucli 
area  allotted  under  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a)  (2) 
shall  first  be  prorated  to  other  domestic  areas  on  the  basis 
of  the  quotas  then  in  effect”. 

(b)  The  last  paragraph  of  section  204  (a)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  following:  ‘‘except  that  in  the  case  of 
proration  of  any  such  deficit  in  any  domestic  sngar-producing 
area  occurring  by  reason  of  inability  to  market  that  part  of 
the  quota  for  such  area  allotted  under  and  by  reason  of 
section  202  (a)  (2),  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the 

unfilled  amount  on  such  basis  and  to  such  other  domestic 
areas  as  he  determines  is  required  to  fill  such  deficit,  and  if 
he  finds  that  no  domestic  area  will  be  able  to  supply  sucb 
unfilled  amount,  he  shall  add  it  to  the  quota  for  Cuba”. 

Sec.  10.  Section  205  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  before  the  final  sentence  thereof  the 
following:  “In  making  such  allotments,  the  Secretary  may 
also  take  into  consideration  and  make  due  allowance  for  the 
adverse  effect  of  drought,  storm,  flood,  freeze,  disease,  in¬ 
sects,  or  other  similar  abnormal  and  uncontrollable  conditions 
seriously  and  broadly  affecting  any  general  area  served  by 
the  factory  or  factories  of  such  person.”. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  207  (a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  after  the  w^ord  “year”  the  following:  “,  plus  an 
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aiHoniit  eciiial  to  the  same  percentage  of  twenty-nine  thousand 
six  hnndred  and  sixteen  short  tons,  raw  value,  that  the  in- 
(‘I’ease  in  the  (piota  for  Hawaii  under  section  202  is  of  one 
million  fifty-two  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value”. 

(h)  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
the  i)eriod  at  the  cud  thereof  and  hy  adding  the  following; 
“which  shall  ho  ])rinci])ally  of  crystalline  structure,  plus  an 
amount  equal  to  the  same  pereentage  of  one  hundred  twenty- 
six  thousand  and  thirty-three  short  tons,  raw  value,  that 
the  increase  in  the  quota  for  Puerto  Kico  under  section  202 
is  of  one  million  eighty  thousand  short  tons,  raw  value,  which 
latter  amount  may  he  filled  by  direct-consumption  sugar 
whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  structure.”. 

Sec.  12.  Section  207  (h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  b}’ 
striking  out  “The”  after  “(h)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“  ( 1 )  For  the  calendar  year  1050,  the”  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  i)aragraph: 

“  (2)  For  the  calendar  year  1057  and  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Phili])pines  may  he  filled  by 
direct-consum})tion  sugar  to  the  extent  of  1.36  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  sugar  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  less 
the  sum  of  the  (piot<as  established  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
of  section  202 :  Provided,  That  such  limitation  shall  not  apply 
to  countries  receiving  prorations  under  section  202  (c)  of 
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seven  tliousand  sliort  tons  or  less.  Tlie  direct-consuniption 
portion  of  sncli  quota  whieli  is  subject  to  tlie  1.36  per 
eentnin  limitation  referred  to  above  shall  be  prorated  to 
countries  wliicli  receive  prorations  under  section  202  (c) 
of  more  than  seven  tbousand  short  tons  on  the  basis  of  aver- 
ag-e  imports  of  dii-ect-consumption  sugar  within  tlu',  quota  for 
the  years  1951,  1952,  1953,  and  1954.” 

Sec.  13.  Section  301  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  words  ‘‘(or  processed)”  the  following: 
“,  except  for  livestock  feed,  or  for  the  production  of  livestock 
feed,  as  determined  b}^  the  Secretary,”. 

Sec.  14.  Section  302  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  b}" 
inserting  after  “  (or  processed)  ”  the  words  “within  the  pro¬ 
portionate  share”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
and  inserting  the  following:  “and  of  the  producers  in  any 
local  })rodn(‘ing  area  whose  past  production  lias  been  ad¬ 
versely,  seriously,  and  generally  affected  by  drought,  storm. 
Hood,  freeze,  disease,  insects,  or  other  similar  abnonnal  and 
uncontrollable  conditions.  Eor  the  purposes  of  establishing 
proportionate  shares  hereunder  and  in  order  to  encourage 
wise  use  of  land  resources,  foster  greater  diversification  of 
agricultural  production,  and  promote  the  conservation  of 
soil  and  water  resources  in  Puerto  Rico,  the  Secretary,  on 
application  of  any  owner  of  a  farm  in  Puerto  Rico,  is  hereby 
authorized,  whenever  he  detennines  it  to  be  in  the  public 
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interest  and  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  rental  of  land  for  other 
productive  purposes,  to  transfer  the  sugarcane  production 
record  for  any  parcel  or  parcels  of  land  in  Puerto  Eico 
owned  by  the  applicant  to  any  other  parcel  or  parcels  of  land 
owned  by  such  applicant  in  Puerto  Eico.”. 

Sec.  15.  Section  405  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  ‘^(a)”  at  the  beginning  thereof  and  by  adding  the 
following  new  paragraph : 

‘‘(h)  Any  person  whose  sugar  processing  operations 
otherwise  meet  the  requirements  of  section  101  (n)  and  who 
subjects  to  such  processes  sugar  imported  or  brought  into  the 
continental  United  States  under  a  declaration  that  it  is 
raw  sugar  hut  which  sugar  subsequently  is  determined  to 
be  of  direct-consumption  quality  and  to  he  in  excess  of  the 
direct-consumption  portion  of  the  applicable  quota  or  pro¬ 
ration  or  allotment  thereof,  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
a  sum  equal  to  1  cent  per  pound  for  each  pound,  raw  value, 
of  such  sugar  in  excess  of  the  direct-consumption  portion  of 
the  applicable  quota  or  proration  or  allotment  thereof,  which 
forfeiture  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  16.  Section  407  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  sentence:  “The  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  persons  whose  sendees  are 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  305.”. 
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Sec.  17.  Section  411  of  sucli  Act  is  renumbered  as 
section  412,  section  412  of  such  Act  is  renumbered  as  sec¬ 
tion  413  and  a  new  section  411  inserted  as  follows: 

^‘Sec.  411.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  issue  such 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  article  7  of 
the  International  Sugar  Agreement  for  the  Eegulation  of 
the  Production  and  Marketing  of  Sugar  (ratified  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate  on 
April  29,  1954) ,  restricting  importations  of  sugar  into  the 
United  States  from  foreign  countries  not  participating  in 
such  agreement,  or  to  carry  out  the  corresponding  provisions 
of  any  such  future  agreements  ratified  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate.” 

Sec.  18.  Kenumbered  section  412  of  such  Act  (relating 
to  termination  of  the  powers  of  the  Secretary  under  the  Act) 
is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘‘1956”  in  each  place  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1962”. 

Sec.  19.  A  new  section  414  is  added  to  such  Act  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  414.  (a)  To  alleviate  the  conditions  which  exist 
in  the  continental  United  States  sugar-producing  areas  by 
reason  of  the  quantities  of  surplus  overquota  sugar  produced 
in  such  areas,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  carry 
out  loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations  with  respect  to 
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1  one  hundred  thousand  short  tons  of  sugar  produced  from  the 

2  1955  or  previous  crops  in  such  areas. 

3  ‘^h)  Sugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  he  disposed  of  out- 

4  side  the  continental  United  States  in  such  manner  as  the  Oor- 

5  i)oration  determines  will  not  unduly  interfere  with  normal 

6  marketings  of  sugar,  including  dispositions  under  the  Agri- 

7  cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 

8  as  amended. 

9  ^‘(c)  No  borrower  shall  he  personally  liable  for  any 

10  deficiency  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  sugar  secuiing  any 

11  loan  made  under  authority  of  this  section,  unless  such  loan 

12  was  obtained  through  fraudulent  re])resentations  by  the  bor- 

13  rower.  This  provision  shall  not,  however,  be  construed  to 
14.  prevent  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  requiring  the 

15  borrower  to  assume  liability  for  deficiencies  in  the  quality 

16  or  quantit}^  of  sugar  delivered  under  the  loan,  for  failure 

17  to  pro])erly  care  for  and  preserve  sucli  sugar,  or  for  failure 

18  or  refusal  to  deliver  the  sugar  in  accodance  with  the  require- 

19  merits  of  the  jirogram. 

20  “(^1)  Hugar  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  be  subject  to 

21  the  provisions  of  title  II  of  this  Act.” 

22  Sec.  20.  Sections  4501  (c)  and  6412  (d)  (relating  to 

23  the  termination  of  taxes  on  sugar)  of  the  Internal  Eevenue 
21  Code  of  1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  ‘‘1957”  in  each 
25  place  it  appears  therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “1963”. 
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Sec.  21.  Section  4502  (4) ,  chapter  4,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
as  follows:  Strike  out  the  parenthetical  word  “(Clerget)” 
where  it  occurs  in  the  first  sentence  and  delete  the  second 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  22.  (a)  Section  4504,  chapter  37,  subchapter  A, 
“Sugar”,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended 
by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 
“and  except  that  such  tax  may  be  subject  to  refunds  as  a  tax 
under  the  provisions  of  section  6418  (a)  ”. 

(b)  Section  6418  (a)  of  chapter  65  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  “  (a)  ” 
immediately  following  “section  4501”. 

Sec.  23.  The  amendments  made  hereby  shall  become 
effective  January  1,  1956,  except  as  otherwise  designated 
and  except  that  required  determinations  and  regulations  may 
be  issued  in  1955  for  the  calendar  year  1956. 
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84th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1482 

H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  31  (legislative  day,  January  16),  1956 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Lehman  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  16,  line  15, 
strike  out  all  after  the  colon  through  line  7  on  page  17 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  The  first  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  thousand 

2  short  tons,  raw  value,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  which  quotas 

3  for  the  domestic  areas  are  so  increased  shall  be  apportioned 

4  45.2  per  centum  to  the  domestic  beet  area;  42.6  per  centum 

5  to  the  mainland  cane  area;  10.6  per  centum  to  Puerto  Eico; 

6  and  1.6  per  centum  to  the  Virgin  Islands;  and  (B)  any 

7  additional  amount  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the 

8  quotas  estabhshed  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  as 

9  adjusted  by  clause  (A)  of  this  paragraph  (2).” 
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84th  congress 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1482 

R  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  31  (legislative  day,  January  16),  1956 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Lehman  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  21,  line  22,  strike  out  aU  after  the  comma 

2  through  line  3  on  page  22  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 

3  following:  ‘‘plus  any  amount  of  increase  in  quota  provided 

4  for  Puerto  Eico  under  section  202  (a)  (2)  of  this  Act, 

5  which  latter  amount  may  be  filled  by  direct-consumption 

6  sugar  whether  or  not  principally  of  crystalline  sugar.”. 
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84th  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Februaky  6  (legislative  clay,  January  16),  1956 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Capehart  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  18,  in  the  table  following  line  2,  opposite 

2  ‘'Cuba”  strike  out  “33.8”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “27”; 

3  opposite  “Peru”  strike  out  “4.0”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 

4  “8.0”;  opposite  “Dominican  Eepublic”  strike  out  “2.0”  and 

5  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “3.0”;  and  opposite  “Mexico”  strike 

6  out  “4.0”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “5.8”. 
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84th  congress 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1482 

H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  7, 1956 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 


Intended  to  })e  proposed  ])y  Mr.  Capejiart  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
70dG)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Aet  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  17,  beginning 
with  line  8,  strike  out  all  of  section  7  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 


Sec.  7.  Section  202  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “For”  after  “(c)  ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“(1)  For  the  calendar  year  1956,  for”  and  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 


“(2)  For  the  calendar  year  1957  and  for  each  subse- 
(pient  calendar  year  for  foreign  countries  other  than  the  Ee- 
public  of  the  Philipines,  l)y  prorating  to  Cuba  96  per 
centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries  4  ])er  centum  of  tlie 
amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  eight  million  three 
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liiiiidred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  or  such  lesser  amount 
as  determined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of 
four  million  four  hundred  and  forty-four  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  and  the  quotas  established  i)ursuant  to 
suhsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and  by  prorating  to  Cuba 
60  per  centum  and  to  other  foreign  countries  40  i)er  centum 
of  the  amount  of  sugar,  raw  value,  by  which  the  amount  de¬ 
termined  pursuant  to  section  201  exceeds  the  sum  of  eight 
million  three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  short  tons  plus  the 
increase  in  (piotas  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  (2)  of 

this  section. 

‘rt^'or  the  calendar  year  1957,  the  (piota  for  foreign 
countries  other  than  Cuba  and  the  Eepublic  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  shall  be  ai)portioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such 
foreign  country  whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas 
during  the  years  1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand 
short  tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  eijual  to  its  average 
entries  within  the  (piotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second, 
by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country  whose  average 
entries  within  the  (piotas  during  1953  and  1954  were  not 
less  than  one  thousand  nor  more  than  two  thousand  short 
tons,  raw  value,  a  proration  of  three  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  and  third,  by  prorating  the  balance  of  such  quota 
to  such  foreign  countries  whose  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954  exceeded  two  thousand  short 
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tons,  raw  value,  on  the  basis  of  the  average  entries  within 
the  <|uotas  from  each  such  country  for  the  years  1951,  1952, 
1953,  and  1954. 

“For  the  calendar  year  1958  and  for  each  subsequent 
calendar  year,  the  quota  for  foreign  countries  other  than 
Cuba  and  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  first,  by  assigning  to  each  such  foreign  country 
whose  average  entries  within  the  quotas  during  the  years 
1953  and  1954  were  less  than  one  thousand  short  tons,  raw 
value,  a  proration  equal  to  its  average  entries  within  the 
quotas  during  1953  and  1954,  and  second,  by  prorating 
the  balance  of  such  quota  among  the  remainder  of  such 
countries  on  the  basis  of  the  final  quotas  established  for  such 
countries  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  calendar  year  1957.” 
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84tii  congress 
2d  Skssion 


Calendar  No.  1482 

H.  R.  7030 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  7, 1956 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Iiitc'iitlod  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Fulbrigiit  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  pag-e  15,  strike 
out  lines  21  to  24,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

1  Sec.  5.  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 

2  as  follows: 

3  “Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  for  each  cal- 

4  endar  year,  beginning  with  the  calendar  year  1948,  the 

5  amount  of  sugar  needed  to  meet  the  retpiirements  of  con- 

6  sinners  in  the  continental  United  States:  Such  deterniina- 

7  tions  shall  be  made  during  the  month  of  December  in  each 

8  year  for  the  succeeding  calendar  year  (in  the  case  of  the 

9  calendar  year  1948,  during  the  first  ten  days  thereof)  and 
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at  such  other  times  during  such  calendar  year  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  deem  necessary  to  meet  such  requirements.  In 
making  such  determinations  the  Secretary  shall  use  as  a 
basis  the  quantity  of  direct-consumption  sugar  distributed  for 
consumption,  as  indicated  by  official  statistics  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  during  the  twelve-month  period  ending 
October  31  next  preceding  the  calendar  year  for  which  the 
determination  is  being  made,  and  shall  make  allowances  for 
a  deficiency  or  surplus  in  inventories  of  sugar,  and  for 
changes  in  consumption  because  of  changes  in  population  and 
demand  conditions,  as  computed  from  statistics  i)ublished  by 
agencies  of  tbe  Federal  Government;  and,  in  order  that 
such  determinations  shall  be  made  so  as  to  protect  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  consimiers  and  of  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar 
industry  by  providing  such  supply  of  sugar  as  will  be  con¬ 
sumed  at  prices  which  will  not  be  excessive  to  consumers 
and  which  will  fairly  and  equitably  maintain  and  protect 
tbe  welfare  of  the  domestic  sugar  industry,  the  Secretary, 
in  making  any  such  determination,  in  addition  to  the  con¬ 
sumption,  inventory,  population,  and  demand  factors  above 
specified  and  the  level  and  trend  of  consumer  purchasing 
power,  shall  take  into  consideration  a  return  to  domestic 
cane  and  beet  sugar  producers  (including  pa3mients  under 
title  III  of  this  Act)  reflecting  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
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price  therefor,  as  determined  under  section  301  (a)  of  the 
Agricirltural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.” 

On  page  23,  after  line  21,  insert  the  following  new 
section : 

“Sec.  .  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“‘(e)  In  no  event  shall  payments  be  made  to  any 
producer  which  will  provide  a  total  return  to  the  producer 
in  excess  of  the  amount  of  return  considered  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  in  making  his  determination  under  section 
201  (a).’” 
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84th  congress 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1482 

H.  R.7030  . 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED -STATES 

*  4  • 

Februart  7, 1956  ^  - ;  '  - .  ' 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Fulbeight  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7030)  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  25,  hue  10,  strike  out  “1962”  and  insert  in 

2  lieu  thereof  “1958”. 

3  On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  “1963”  and  insert  in 

4  lieu  thereof  “1959”. 

5  On  page  19,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  “and  for  each 

6  subsequent  calendar  year”. 
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